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Abstract
The Social Interaction Patterns of Handicapped
and Nonhandicapped Children in an Integrated
Preschool:

An Exploratory Study

(September 1983)
Dorothy Ellen Molnar, B.A., Calvin College
M.Ed., Western Michigan University
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts
Directed by:

Dr. David Day

The integration of handicapped and nonhandicapped preschool
children is developing and expanding as a way to provide educational
programming for young disabled children in the "most" normalized
setting.

This study is concerned with analyzing the social

interactive behaviors of handicapped and nonhandicapped preschoolers
in an attempt to assess the similarities and/or differences of the
interaction patterns of the two types of children.

A second goal is

to determine if a relationship exists between social interactive
behavior patterns and selected environmental factors.
The exploratory research study gathered information on 27
children, 14 handicapped and 13 nonhandicapped, over a two year period
of time.

The Behavior Checklist of Child Environment Interaction

(Day, Perkins, Weinthaler, 1979) was used to collect 2600 observations
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of child behavior. From this data, the social interactive behaviors of
the handicapped and nonhandicapped child were analyzed in terms of who
they chose to interact with when the peer choices were handicapped
children, nonhandicapped children, and a mixed group of handicapped
and nonhandicapped; what group size the interactions occurred in; and
what activity area of the classroom the social interactions took
place.
Results of the study suggest that preschool children in an
integrated setting are socially involved with both nonhandicapped and
handicapped children.

An analysis of the nonhandicapped and verbal

handicapped children's social interactive patterns across the four
observation periods showed no significant difference.

Approximately

fifty percent of the recorded social interactive behaviors were with
handicapped children suggesting that this child type was social
involved in the integrated preschool classroom.
The group size, two to five children, produced the most social
interactive behavior.

However, within each group size nonhandicapped

children and verbal handicapped children tended to socially interact
in a similar manner, a significant difference only being found in the
group size, five or more children,

in Fall 1980 observation.

Nonhandicapped and verbal handicapped children also showed similar use
of the activity/areas.

The activity/areas that elicited most social

interactive behavior were large group meeting, snack and art.
Nonhandicapped and verbal handicapped children's social interactive
behavior in these areas followed the same pattern while the nonverbal
handicapped child's behavior was scattered and anomalous to the other
two groups of children.
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CHAPTER

I

INTRODUCTION

In this study handicapped and nonhandicapped children have been
observed in order to describe the similarities and differences in
social interaction modalities within and between the two groups of
children.

Furthermore, an attempt was made to assess the relationship

between social behavior and selected environmental factors.
the study were collected over a two-year period of time.

Data for

All subjects

were observed four times, in the fall and spring of each year.
Observations were conducted in a preschool especially designed for
handicapped and nonhandicapped children.
Side By Side, the research classroom, was located in a small
rural school in Western Massachusetts.
in

the

The classroom served children

surrounding communities which included 26 towns or

municipalities.

It was originally jointly funded by the United States

Department of Education and the Franklin County Educational
Collaborative as a model/demonstration program to combine young
handicapped and nonhandicapped children in a center-based program.
The project began in July 1978, and ran under joint auspices until
June 1981, when the program became incorporated into the local school
systems and managed by the local educational agencies.
1
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Background Information
The impetus for providing educational programs for handicapped
preschool children in an integrated setting has developed from the
nation's changing social philosophy.

This philosophy has been

shifting from providing educational programs for a select group of
children to the gradual inclusion of the nation's young, rich and
poor, normal and handicapped into normal school settings (Bricker,
1978).

This change in emphasis and direction has manifest itself in

legislative and legal mandates that have ensured certain civil and
human rights for preschool handicapped children.
During the past decade and a half the commitment and funding
allocations to provide services to young handicapped children has
changed and increased dramatically.

Starting in 1967 with the

Amendments to the Social Security Act, the Early and Periodic
Screening, Diagnosis and Treatment program was designed to screen all
children eligible for Medicaid (approximately 13 million) for physical
and mental defects and to provide treatment to remediate identified
problems.

Then in 1968 P.L. 90-538, the Handicapped Children's Early

Education Assistance Act (HCEEAA) was passed.

Through this law the

then Bureau of Education for the Handicapped created the Handicapped
Children's Early Education Program.

The purpose of this program was

to provide support for model/demonstration efforts in the area of
innovative services to preschool aged handicapped children and their
families.

In 1972 amendments to the Headstart Laws were approved that
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mandated at least 10% of the children served in Headstart display a
handicapped condition (Vincent, Brown & Getz-Sheftel, 1981).
In 1975, results from a Federal commission found that there were
more than eight million handicapped children in the United States.
Their published report entitled. Compilation of EHA-B as amended by
P.L. 93-930 and P.L. 94-142, stated that the special education needs
of most of these children were not being fully met; more than half of
the handicapped children were not receiving appropriate educational
services which would enable them to have full equality of opportunity.
It was from these findings that the Congress of the United States
proposed the Education for Handicapped Children Act of 1975, commonly
known as Public Law 94-142, to assure free appropriate public
education which would include and emphasize special education and
related services to meet the unique needs of handicapped children.
The law also assured and protected the civil rights of the students,
their parents or guardians and mandated that educational services for
handicapped children be in the least restricted environment.
With the passage of P.L. 94-142 the emphasis has been placed on
providing educational opportunities for handicapped preschool children
in the least restricted environments.

The Bureau of Education for the

Handicapped complied with these new regulations by having the
Handicapped Children's Early Education Program fund integrated model/
demonstration preschools to produce more data on the implementation
and effect of this new concept of educational programming.

The Side
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By Side Program, the data base for this dissertation, as well as
majority of the research studies in the literature review were funded
as model/demonstration preschools by the Handicapped Children's Early
Education Program.
The basic premise for the establishment of integrated preschools
is a philosophical one: totally separate, segregated and special
treatment of handicapped children does not allow and certainly does
not foster their equal participation in schools and society.

At

present the support for this theory is primarily based on ethical and
legal considerations rather than empirical research.

Educators, such

as Bricker (1978) view the mandate to integrate children set forth in
P.L. 94-142 as a necessity, not an option.

She states: "Exposing the

handicapped child to normal peers early in life may be one of the best
strategies for maximizing the handicapped youngster's potential for
maintaining unrestricted contact with his community" (p. 23).
Martin (1971) further supports the concept of integrated
programs, viewing such programs as necessary because developmentally
integrated programs may provide each child with opportunities to use
and expand normal aspects of his or her behavioral repertoire while
working on the remediation of deficit areas.

Peterson and Haralick

(1977) promote the concept of early childhood integrated education by
emphasizing the need for handicapped children to have exposure to
nonhandicapped peers in order to facilitate the acquisition of
important developmental skills and social behavior.

Guralnick (1976)
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encourages the development of integrated preschools because he feels
they provide teachers with a framework for gauging handicapped
children's behaviors and developmental accomplishments in a more
normal environment.
The placement of handicapped and nonhandicapped children
together in a classroom is not a new educational concept.

As early as

1851, Samuel Gridley Howe encouraged the education of blind children
within the regular public school system. It was thought that such an
educational experience would enhance the social competency of both
blind and seeing students.

The idea was finally realized in 1900,

when Howe opened the first special class for blind children in a
Chicago public school (Hewett & Forness, 1974).
Although the integration of handicapped and nonhandicapped
children has been in existence for many years and in many countries,
its impact has been minimal until the passage of P.L. 94-142.

Carter

(1977) believed that the previous minimal use of integration was a
direct result of the belief and supportive research that special
children benefit more socially and academically when separated from
their normal peers (Johnson, 1950; Johnson & Kirk, 1950; Baldwin,
1958).

However, more recent work by Devoney, Guralnick and Rubin

(1974), Meisels (1977), Appoloni and Cook (1975), and Strichart (1974)
contradicts these early research findings.
that social

These researchers claim

growth and development can be facilitated when the

handicapped child has experience with and exposure to normal peer
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models.

They assert that normal peer models provide an environment

that is challenging and supportive to growth and development for the
handicapped child.
As a result of this controversy preschool integrated education
has become a focal point of interest and research for educators,
psychologists and public policy makers, and is being re-examined with
new energies and new purpose.
Much of the early studies on integrated preschool programs
suffered from lack of formalized and sophisticated research
methodology.

The research was narrow in scope and content, and

documented few conclusions (Wynne, Ulfelder & Dakof, 1975).

A reason

for the research not being more definitive was that the variables and
interactive process critical in studying young children in integrated
settings were not clearly stated or defined.
are many and complex.

These research variables

However, some important progress has been made

in defining the variables. Guralnick (1977) suggests the following
research foci: the physical environment of the classroom, the
curriculum used, the chronological and mental age and sex of the
children, the ratio of handicapped to nonhandicapped children, the
type and severity of handicapping conditions, and the time and
activity in which handicapped children were integrated with their
nonhandicapped peers.

He feels these variables are important research

focuses for those concerned with studying integrated programming.
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The present research on social relations among handicapped and
nonhandicapped preschool age children has produced conflicting and
often contradictory results.

To date the research studies have not

produced any clear outcomes that can be universally generalized.
However researchers presently are looking at the critical features of
the integrated classroom and establishing evaluation criteria that are
slowly showing common results from programs across the country.
Guralnick (1976) concurs that careful examination of the critical
features of the integrated preschool classroom is vitally important,
however, he encourages researchers to utilize multiple approaches and
creative designs to systematically analyze these features.

He states

that in order for research results to have significant impact, an
intensive anlaysis of the critical features in the mainstreamed
setting such as environmental variables and social interactions can
provide vital information on the process of mainstreaming.

Gurnalnick

(1976) suggests selecting certain qualitative and quantitative
characteristics for examination and analyzing these characteristics to
see if they are compatible with the goals of mainstreaming.

He

concludes that it will be through such methods of careful examination
that common patterns of children's behavior in integrated classrooms
will start emerging.

8
Research Intent
The social

interaction of handicapped and nonhandicapped

preschool children is the focus of this study.

However, more than

just the social behavior will be examined; aspects of the preschool
environment, where the behavior occurred, will also be studied.
The intent of this dissertation is to describe patterns of
social interaction among children in an integrated preschool setting
and to search for behavior-environment interactions which may be
useful

in understanding what might be necessary to develop a

successful integrated preschool.

To accomplish the intent of the

research study certain quantitative and salient features in the
integrated classroom setting have been selected for study to discover
if handicapped and nonhandicapped children exhibit some common
patterns of behavior in this setting. A goal of this dissertation
research is to provide educators and policy makers with more
information on which to base decisions regarding educational programs
for handicapped young children.

Purpose of the Study
The limited empirical research regarding the social interactive
behaviors of handicapped and nonhandicapped children in integrated
preschool settings has shown that handicapped and nonhandicapped
preschool children do socially interact and do exhibit some common
patterns of behavior (Peterson & Haralick, 1977; Ipsa, 1981; Dunlop,

9

Stoneman & Cantrell, 1980; Day, Warner, 1982).

Day and Warner (1982)

report that the behaviors of nonhandicapped and handicapped children
with language, "cannot be differentiated in their response to the
classroom

program.

In addition... the

children utilized the

Learning/Activity Areas in a similar way in terms of the amount of
time spent in various activities" (p. 11).

Haralick and Peterson

(1977) while studying handicapped and nonhandicapped preschoolers in
free play situations found that over half of the interactions of
nonhandicapped children (were) with their handicapped peers.

Their

finding suggested "that while the nonhandicapped children played with
each other with a somewhat greater frequency than they played with
handicapped children, there was indeed social interaction of the
handicapped children as evidenced by their participation in over half
of the nonisolate play interactions" (pp. 238-240).

The Dunlop et al.

(1980) study concluded the following about the social interaction
patterns of handicapped and nonhandicapped children:
One school year's participation in a structured,
integrated preschool setting made these
handicapped children more like the nonhandicapped
children in their social interaction than they
were at the beginning of the instructional
period, (p. 140)
Ipsa's (1981) research supports these studies of the positive
interactive behaviors of handicapped and nonhandicapped preschoolers.
Her study
...presented a highly positive picture,
indicating that handicapped and nonhandicapped
were socially wel1-integrated. Handicapped
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children interacted with both groups: only in
terms of asking for help did they contact
nonhandicapped children more often than
handicapped children.
On the whole,
nonhandicapped children also did not seem to
favor one group over the other, (p. 233)
From the information that has been gathered on studying
handicapped and nonhandicapped preschool children, their social
interactive behavior has emerged as an area of great interest and
concern for further investigation.

It is through the continuance of

the intensive study of carefully selected features of the integrated
preschool setting that knowledge of the social behavior patterns will
start emerging in some significant manner.

Significance of the Study
The study is significant in three ways:
1.

The study offers information on the social behavior of
handicapped and nonhandicapped children.

2.

The study provides detailed information on various environ¬
mental factors that may influence young children in preschool
settings.

It broadens the information base for educators and

human ecologists to assess environmental factors in human
behavior.
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3.

The study adds to the information base concerning integrated
settings and the data generated from this study can be compared
to other previous studies on social interactive behaviors in
integrated settings to see if any common patterns of behavior
can be detected.

Statement of the Problem
Although much has been written on the social development of
children (Piaget, 1960; Hartup, 1964), their processes of interaction
(Goldman, 1976; Lewis & Rosenblum, 1975; Parten, 1932) the effect of
early socialization (Freud & Dann, 1951) and the importance of
interacting with a stimulating environment (Hunt, 1961; Bloom, 1964),
very little of this information relates directly to the handicapped
young child.

In fact very little empirical data exists on how

handicapped and nonhandicapped children interact with one another and
what factors foster the interactive process.
Since the social development of the nonhandicapped child as well
as the handicapped child is influenced by the amount and quality of
the

interactions

between chi1 d/child,

child/adult and

child/environment (Bricker, 1978; Ainsworth, 1973; Bloom, 1964),
researchers are seeking information on the behavior of both
handicapped and nonhandicapped preschoolers in social situations were
peers are present.

The current research supports the belief that

handicapped and nonhandicapped children do interact in preschool
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situations (Peterson & Haralick, 1977; Ipsa, 1981; Day & Warner,
1982), but the degree, format and environmental variables which
influence these interactions have not been fully explored.

In order

to begin to answer some of the existing questions more information is
needed to be gathered on what variables might create an optimal
environment to enhance the social interactions of handicapped and
nonhandicapped preschoolers.
One way to investigate this problem is to determine the patterns
of interaction that exist between each group of children and to
investigate the environmental influences.
problems can reveal

The investigation of these

answers to two categories of questions:

interaction patterns among children and environmental influences.

Research Questions
Answers are sought to the following questions regarding
Interaction Patterns:
1.

In an integrated classroom setting do handicapped children most
commonly interact with other handicapped children, with
nonhandicapped children or a mixed grouping of handicapped and
nonhandicapped children?

Do nonhandicapped children most

commonly interact with handicapped children, with other
nonhandicapped children or a mixed grouping of handicapped and
nonhandicapped children?
2.

Are there significant differences in the interaction patterns of
handicapped and nonhandicapped children?

Information from
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question one will indicate similarities and/or differences on
how the two types of children, handicapped and nonhandicapped,
compare in their peer choice

of children to interact with.

Answers are sought to the following questions regarding
Environmental Influences:
3.

Is there a difference between handicapped and nonhandicapped
children in their group size preference?

To what degree do the

handicapped and nonhandicapped children choose to be alone, in a
group of two to five children, in a group of five or more
children or with the total group?
4.

Is there a difference in the amount of social interaction that
handicapped and nonhandicapped children demonstrate in the group
of two to five, five or more, or total group?

5.

Is there a difference in activity/area use by child type?

Ten

distinct and defined areas of the preschool classroom are
analyzed for the amount of time each type of child, handicapped
and nonhandicapped, spends in each activity area.
6.

Is there a difference in the amount of social interactions that
occur in the ten activity areas of the classroom?
will

Each area

be analyzed as to the amount of social interaction

occurring

there for each child type, handicapped and

nonhandicapped, to determine if an area use seems to influence
interaction and whether this affects interaction across types of
children.

14
Definition of Key Terms
1.

Integrated Preschool — A classroom which is designed to serve
both handicapped and nonhandicapped preschool children.

For the

purpose of this study a preschool would have a near equal ratio
of handicapped and nonhandicapped children.
2.

Mainstreamed Preschool

-- A classroom which is designed for

nonhandicapped children and one or a few handicapped children
are placed into the classroom.
3.

Handicapped Children (H) -- Children with some identifiable
handicap, either physical, mental, social or emotional which
limits or inhibits their functioning in some observable or
testable manner.

4.

Verbal Handicapped Children (VH) -- Disabled children with
expressive language competency.

5.

(Day, 1979)

Non-verbal Handicapped Children (NVH) -- Disabled children
without expressive language competency.

6.

(Day, 1979)

Nonhandicapped Children (NH) -- Children having no physical,
mental,

social

or emotional disability that affects their

functioning in a classroom.
7.

Social

Interaction -- A social

personal

interaction consists of any

initiation and a response to that initiation (Reuther,

*The use of the terms "mainstreamed" and "integrated" are used
interchangeably in the research reviewed and .dneffji^tfi,vneprsemT^
restrictions have not been created or adhered in this paper. Terms
are defined for a frame of reference, the reader should tie
terminology to context.

15
1974),

Social interactions as dGfinGd for this research are the

verbal interactions and cooperative behaviors of children in the
sample
8.

population.

Reverse Mainstreaming -- One nonhandicapped child or a few
nonhandicapped children are placed into a classroom originally
designed for the handicapped child.

9.

Environmental Factors — The environmental factors in this study
are:

10.

activity/area and group size.

Group Size — For the purpose of this dissertation group size is
defined using the Behavior Checklist definition.

The group size

categories are alone, with two to five children, with five or
more children, or with total group.
11.

Activity/Area -- A specific and defined area of the research
classroom.
purpose.

Each activity/area was designed for a specific

Ten distinct activity/areas of the preschool classroom

were used for analysis purposes.

These are: large group,

snack, art, free play, quiet corner, one-to-one/fantasy, book,
gross motor, sensorial and block.
12.

Young Children -- For the purpose of this dissertation young
children are children between the ages of two to six years of
age.

13.

Cooperative Behavior -- Definition taken from the Behavior
Checklist of Child Environment Interactions (Day, Perkins &
Weinthaler, 1978).

"The child is or seeks to be engaged in

cooperative activity with other children when"

The child seeks the participation or assistance
of an adult or other child(ren) in an activity or
This may be a verbal or nonverbal request.
In seeking the participation of a child, a child
may ask another to help carry a box, play a game
or provide assistance. A nonverbal request could
be a wave of the arm inviting participation,
taking hold of a child's body and moving them in
the direction of an activity.
The child is engaged in an activity or task with
an adult or other child(ren). The child is
engaged with a child in the execution of a game,
an activity, a chore or other task. The child is
working or playing with the other person(s). A
child engaged with other child(ren) in planning a
task, game or activity in a way in which the
thought, questions and opinions of all are
considered is an example of involvement. A child
observing the activity of others or listening to
a conversation does not constitute involvement.
The child accepts an adult or another child's
request to participate in a cooperative activity
or task. The acceptance and the request may be
verbal or nonverbal. A nonverbal request could
be an adult inviting a child to join a wave of
the arm. The acceptance must involve some
recognition, verbal or nonverbal. The child
would join in the activity or announce their
intention, e.g., "Sure, I'll help," or "Can we
play on the hill, too."
The child takes turns in activities with other
children. A child will be engaged in an activity
with another child(ren) and allow that child to
use materials in his/her own way, to use
materials alternately, to take turns in
initiating an activity or using some equipment.
Taking turns could also be observed when children
are working independently next to other children
yet using common materials. Children may be at a
table with others, focusing on a similar though
independent task, and using materials from the
same collection. Taking turns could also involve
waiting to have a turn on a tire swing or
tricycle, for example. Taking turns is learned
behavior and adults often play a mediating role
in arranging the relationship. Code the behavior

17
even when adults help in arranging the relation¬
ship. However, taking turns out of fear of adult
sanction is not an example of this behavior.
14.

Verbal

Interaction

Behavior -- Definition taken from the

Behavior Checklist of Child Environment Interactions (Day,
Perkins

&

Weinthaler,

1978).

"The child

initiates a

conversation with other children regarding ongoing activities."
The

child

chi 1d(renT7

talks

with

an

adult

or

other

The child (or the other children)

are participating in the conversation. It is an
e/:hange of ideas, comments, concerns, etc. in
which both parties are talking and listening to
each other.
The Child asks an adult or another child(ren)

for information about an ongoing activity or
experience. The
another child,
trucks?"; "Whow
or "What did she

child is seeking assistance. To
one might say, "Where are the
me what to do with the sponge";
say we should do?".

The child responds to an adult or child's
request for information (answers the question).
The child will answer other child's request for
information or question, by word or gesture. A
child may answer in a word, nod his head, say,
"Ah huh" but not interrupt their activity to
sustain any verbal contact with the person making
the request.

Limitations
The following limitations restrict generalizations drawn from
the results and conclusions of this study to other integrated or
mainstreamed settings:
1.

The sample of children was small.

2.

The working rationale

and assumptions of integration are

philosophically rather than empirically based.
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3.

The Behavior Checklist was not designed to capture the totality
of social interactions; and especially the social interactions
of nonlanguage children.

Summary
In summary, integrated preschools have been identified as a
potentially significant strategy for meeting the mandate to provide
handicapped children free and appropriate public education in the
least restrictive and most normalized environment and to enhance
social interactions.
for varying reasons.

As an approach, it is receiving much attention
Philosophically, integration will help alleviate

the narrow, rigid and exclusiveness of past special education
programs.

It will provide opportunity for more normalized social

interaction and peer modeling.

Limited research suggests that

handicapped children benefit from integrated classrooms (Bricker &
Bricker, 1976; Peterson & Haralick, 1977).

Financially, integrated

settings could be less costly or at least equal in cost effectiveness
(Martin, 1971).

Politically, placing handicapped children in the

mainstream of our society would foster the equalization of opportunity
for all (Wolfensberger, 1979), and would reverse the trend toward
isolation and segregation of this segment of our population, and thus,
tend to ameliorate present conditions.

Empirically, questions remain

about the effectiveness and potential of integrated preschool settings.

CHAPTER

II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction
Integrating handicapped and nonhandicapped children at the
preschool

level

practice,

is becoming an increasingly prevalent educational

(Turnbull,

1982)

resulting

In the need to provide

information and critical analysis of the status of this educational
practice.

The literature review for this dissertation centers on the

rationale and research supporting integrated preschool education and
the roles that peer relationships and environmental factors have on
the

social

children.

Interactions of young handicapped and nonhandicapped
Rationales for integrated preschools are presented to

establish a basis for the development of the concept of integrated
education.

The role of peer relationships

and environmental

influences are discussed as they relate to the facilitation of social
interactive behaviors between handicapped and nonhandicapped children.
This chapter first reviews, historically, the emergence of
integrated education, it then develops the rationale for establishing
integrated
examined

preschools.

the social

preschool children.

Next,

research studies are cited which

behavior of handicapped and nonhandicapped

Finally, the influence of peer relationships and
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environmental factors are discussed.

This information is then

summarized.

Background Information
A concern for relevant information on the impact of integrating
handicapped and nonhandicapped children was initiated by the United
States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Bureau of
Education for the Handicapped in the early 1970's by commissioning a
research report to study the state of integrated preschool education
and make recommendations as to its future.

The resulting study,

"Mainstreaming and Early Childhood Education for Handicapped
Children," conducted by Wynne and Associates compiled a literature
review which discovered only 21 articles which dealt specifically with
preschool mainstreaming, only four of these were research studies.
The other studies described particular programs or curriculum models,
or advocated particular policies regarding mainstreaming.
The Wynne et al. (1975) study concluded that only when the
remediation of a child's disability are "as successfully met in an
integrated setting as in a segregated setting does the inclusion of
nonhandicapped children become an added and highly desirable goal for
preschool education of the disabled child" (p. 3).

Although coming to

this conclusion, the Wynne et al. (1975) study clearly stated that the
research designs and research methodology used in the programs they
studied were far from excellent, thus making rigorous analysis
difficult and unreliable.
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Despite or in spite of the lack of positive support from this
study, early childhood educators continued to refine and redefine
their research methodology in order to provide data that would be more
precise in making programmatic decisions, while continuing to provide
handicapped young children with alternative educational programming.
The passage of P.L. 94-142 in 1975, coinciding with the Wynne
report, added an even greater incentive and impetus to educators and
researchers to continue their efforts in the arena of integrating
handicapped and nonhandicapped children.

This federal mandate coupled

with state by state legislation and court decision and the work of
Wolfensberger (1972) on the need for a "normalized" environment for
disabled people, began one of the major educational movements in the
United States, mainstreaming.
The word, mainstreaming, now a common term in the educational
community, was coined to emphasize the instruction or education of
special needs children in the mainstream of society.

The goal of

mainstreaming was to provide a favorable and normalized learning
environment for special needs children and to provide this experience
in the least restrictive environment possible: the regular classroom
(Meisels, 1977).
There have been many definitions formulated for mainstreaming
(MacMillan, 1977) and many interpretations for the definitions, most
of them lacking concensus and specificity (Turnbull, 1982).

Cryon and

Umansky (1979) simply define mainstreaming "as the integration of
handicapped and nonhandicapped children in the same classroom" (p.
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186), while Johnson and Johnson (1980) give a more comprehensive
definition of mainstreaming.

They define it "as the provision of an

appropriate educational opportunity for all handicapepd students in
the least restrictive alternative, based on individualized programs,
with procedural safeguards and parent involvement, and aimed at
providing handicapped students with access to and constructive
interaction with nonhandicapped peers" (p. 90). A frequently cited
definition developed by Kaufman, Gottlieb, Agard and Kukie (1975) is:
Mainstreaming refers to the temporal,
instructional, and social integration of eligible
exceptional children with normal peers based on
an ongoing, indivudally determined, educational
planning and programming process and requires
clarification of responsibility among regular and
special education administrative, and instruc¬
tional, and supportive personnel, (pp. 40-41)
The concept of mainstreaming is extremely ambiguous, complex, and
lacks clear parameters for planning and implementation.

It is no

wonder that Kaufman, Gottlieb, Agard and Kukie (1975) have labeled it
one of "the most complex educational innovations ever undertaken" (p.

10).
Within a very short period of time this complex, ambiguous and
innovative practice in educaitonal programming has become widespread
thus, demanding that the components be carefully examined.

Presently

23
the integration of handicapped and nonhandicapped children at the
preschool

level

has become a prominent feature

programming (Karnes & Lee, 1979).
to both

in preschool

Many educators claim the benefits

populations of children, handicapped and nonhandicapped

(Peterson & Haralick, 1977; Bricker & Bricker, 1976; Meisels, 1977).
And even greater numbers see the need for more and careful examination
of the aspects, features and variables contained in such educational
programming (Gurnalick, 1976; Gordon, Schwartz, Exrachi & Lawrence,
1978;

Zigler,

universal

1976;

Cruickshank, 1974).

Although there is no

agreement on the exact definition or implementation

methodology for mainstreaming, there is an agreement among educators,
philosophers and legislators as to the basic arguments that form the
rationale for mainstreaming.

These arguments are grouped into three

categories, social considerations, legal legislative considerations
and psycho-eductional considerations.

For the young handicapped child

these considerations have formed the basis and set the guiding
parameters

for the

implementation of the complex ideology of

mainstreaming.

Social Considerations
Socially the handicapped individual must not only adjust to and
"overcome1* his/her handicap, but must face the negative opinions and
prejudices of society.

Due to the complex and intricate psychological

makeup of society, this atypical group (the handicapped) finds itself
astigmatized and isolated minority.

This stigma is due in part to the
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prevalent attitude adopted by society to deviant groups in general
(Rhodes & Seqor,

1975)

which results

in a hierarchical class

structure; the atypical or deviant gorup becoming a devalued minority.
Since, deviancy in our society is determined and defined by
those in a position of power and control (Bartel & Guskin, 1971), the
treatment provided for these groups (in this case the handicapped
child)

is

a reflection of the prevailing attitudes, values and

concerns of those who make decisions and establish parameters of
normality.
Bricker (1978) proposes that as an educational alternative
integration may facilitate attitudinal shifts in children that will
promote acceptance.

Meisels (1979) regards integration as a means to

reduce isolation and prejudice while enhancing an understanding and
acceptance of differences.

He also believes

it provides an

opportunity for the handicapped to be independent and self sufficient,
contributing citizens to the mainstream of society.
sees

Guralnick (1976)

the social benefits of integration extending to parents of

nonhandicapped children, and their teachers.

He feels that through

experience and exposure these people can further increase the circle
of individuals that can positively effect attitudinal changes.

Legal-Legislative Considerations
Legally,

mainstreaming

is designed to insure equality of

educational opportunity and equal protection under the law (Meisels,
1977).

Its legal roots are the educational desegregation laws which
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began in the early 1950's.

These laws as well as those pertaining to

mainstreaming, mainly P.L. 94-142, ensures the quality and full
benefits of education to handicapped children.
separate is not equal for handicapped children.

It proclaims that

Harlick and Peterson

(1979) observed that segregated handicapped children were subject to
adverse labelling, lower expectations with resultant inferiority of
training, stigmalization, lower self-esteem, social isolation, and
lack of exposure to appropriate role models who could help "normalize"
their behavior. They claim "all of these presumed effects of
segregation are hypothesized to result in a lower quality of life for
the segregated

handicapped

children both in the present and when they

reach adulthood" (p. 2).
Although a lengthy and extensive review of the court decisions
relating to handicapped children is not appropriate, two relevant
decisions need to be mentioned.

The Pennsylvania Association for

Retarded Citizens (PARC) v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, which
ensured the right to free public education to children previously
denied schooling and the Mills v. District of Columbia, which further
emphasized the PARC decision, making lack of funds an unacceptable
excuse for excluding handicapped children.

From these judicial

decrees and subsequent laws, handicapped children have been given
legal access to a free and equal public education; assured the right
of placement in the least restrictive or most productive environment,
and guaranteed due process when decisions on their educational program
are made (Ballard & Zettel, 1977).
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Given its legal basics, mainstreaming cannot be regarded simply
as a passing fad; although the interest in mainstreaming as an
educational movement may have some faddish properties.

The concept

eminates from strong judicial precedent, which is designed to insure
appropriate programming for handicapped children (Meisels, 1977).

Psychological-Educational Considerations
Finally, the importance of providing integrated programming for
handicapped and nonhandicapped preschools can be argued from a
psychological and educational perspective.

There is limited empirical

data that can be cited directly to substantiate this area. However,
many early childhood educators cite developmental theory of education
and studies on imitative learning to support their arguments (Bricker,
1978; Meisels, 1977; Appoloni, Cooke & Cooke, 1977).

In its simplest

form interactionist developmental theory assumes that more complex
behavior is related to the acquisition of simpler sensorimotor
knowledge and skill;

and that the acquisition of any skill is

dependent upon the child's active involvement with a demanding and
complex environment (Bricker & Bricker, 1976; Miller & Yoder, 1974).
Bricker (1978) states that if interaction with a progressively more
demanding environment is important for the "normal" child, it is
equally essential for the handicapped child.

Handicapped children

typically have been denied the opportunities for natural interaction
either by overprotected parents, or an insensitive society.

It seems

appropriate, then, that integrating handicapped and nonhandicapped
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children in schools could have the potential for creating a more
demanding environment for both types of children, and thus, foster a
higher level of development for all.
Furthermore, the potential for observing and imitating behaviors
of more advanced peers is of optimal importance for handicapped
children.

As a learning mechanism, imitation is not fully understood

(Bricker, 1978), however, from the literature on imitated learning
(Parton, 1976; Guralnick, 1976, Appoloni, Cooke & Cooke, 1977) it
seems clear that behavior repertoires are increased as children have
experience and exposure to other children.

Also, from the studies of

Strichart (1974), Appoloni, Cooke & Cooke (1977), Guranlick (1976)
there seems to be an indication that children will selectively imitate
those children who perform behaviors most skillfully and on a higher
developmental level.

It is argued that to segregate handicapped

children from typical children who inherently possess a more developed
behavior repertoire robs the handicapped children the potential for
normal development.
To understand the full complexity of mainstreaming as a national
phenomenon, it is important to note the caution and apprehension with
which some educators view mainstreaming.

Although there is a strong

rationale for the integration of handicapped children, Zigler (1976)
and Cruickshank (1974) caution against a rapid and total integration
for children with special needs.
1.

According to Cruickshank (1974):

Placing handicapped children into regular
classrooms implies a climate of acceptance by the
regular teachers. Unfortunately, teachers are no
more perfect than any other group of people in
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our society. Teachers, like other people, have
biases and prejudices, some of which may concern
handicapped children. Consequently, handicapped
children may be faced with hostile attitudes from
teachers.
2.

Teachers are limited in their capabilty to meet
the needs of every child. The wider the spectrum
of needs, the less likely all children will be
provided for.

3.

Mainstreaming requires extensive individualizing
of instruction. Most teachers, however, are not
trained in the design or use of individualized
materials. The traditional classroom is teacheroriented and it is unlikely that change toward
student centered classrooms will occur rapidly.

4.

Handicapped children, especially mentally
retarded, progress at a slower rate academically
than nonhandicapped children. Consequently, they
will stand out as different from the other
children and will often experience failure, (p.
14)

Zigler (1976) raises these essential questions:
What is the best type of classroom for the
retarded child, and what is the nature of the
optimal institutional setting for those children
who cannot remain with their families? We have
no good answers to these questions, and yet the
nation is already spending vast amounts on
putting into place practices which the future may
inform us were little more than passing fads.
(p. 24)
While the debate continues as to the effectiveness and efficacy
of integrated preschool programming, research studies and literature
reviews continually refer to the importance of the social, emotional
growth and development of the young child as the cause for the
emergence of such a dynamic, innovation and massive educational policy
change (Dunlop, Stoneman & Cantrell, 1980; Bricker, 1978; Turnbull,
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1982; Peterson, Peterson & Scrlven, 1977; Peterson S, Haralick, 1979;
Martin, 1971; Wolfensberger, 1972).
Promoting and supporting social growth of young children is
clearly an important objective for mainstreaming young children
(Turnbull, 1982) and an area of concern for continued research (Gordon
et al., 1978; Wynne et al., 1975).

Although it is the interest and

intent of this research study to examine and further extend the
information on the impact of integrated education on the social
aspects of the child, it is important to realize this area is only one
of the many that need continued research study.

Dunlop, Stoneman &

Cantrell (1980) have categorized some of these other research areas
as:

"Concern over academic achievement of exceptional children

(Johnson, 1962), the development of improved diagnostic and training
procedures (Hanny, Stem & Cruickshank, 1958) and concern over the
broader social

implications of segregating schooling for both

exceptional and nonhandicapped children (Hanny et al., 1958)" (p. 132).
However, due to the complexity, diversity, and range of research issues
eminating from integrated education, it is important to narrow the
scope and select salient issues for concentrated research.

The

examination of young children's social interaction in an integrated
preschool setting is the focus of this study.

Social Interactions in Integrated Settings
In recent years there has been an increasing emphasis in
studying children's social interactions in integrated settings.

The
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studies have produced equivocal results.

Research studies on the

school aged children tend to find the handicapped child has been
rejected by his/her nonhandicapped peer (Goodman, Gottlick & Harrison,
1972; Cooke, Apolloni & Cooke, 1977; Iano, Ayers, Heller, McGettigan &
Walker, 1974), while some studies with preschool age children found
that younger children may be more accepting of handicapped children
(Kennedy & Bruininks, 1974; Peterson & Haralick, 1977; Ipsa & Matz,
1978).
In studying the social interactions of young children, though
there seems to be a trend indicating that they are more accepting than
older children, there still are discrepancies that cloud clear
resolution.

Dunlop et al., (1980) feel these discrepancies are due in

part to inattention to variables of potential relevance in the
development of social interaction and sometimes the use of simplistic
methodology in the study of this complex developmental process. Ipsa
(1981) concurs with this statement.

She feels this body of research

is being diluted by researchers using projective and sociometric
techniques (e.g.,

Jones & Sisks, 1967) rather than natural

observations which seem to assess young childrens behavior more
accurately (Wynne et all., 1975; Dunlop et al., 1980).
Accepting these problematic conditions some research studies
have been conducted on the social interactions of handicapped and
nonhandicapped children.

These research studies again point up the

contradicting and complex issues that are related to studying social
interactive behaviors.
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Peterson and Haralick (1977) observed the social interaction of
handicapped and nonhandicapped children to find out who they played
with and what type of play, cooperative, parallel or isolate occurred,
(1977).

The study included eight handicapped children with

disabilities ranging from mild to severe including retardation,
orthopedic speech, and neurological impairments and developmental
delay; and 10 nonhandicapped children.

The children were followed by

observers for 20 minutes daily for 18 days using a 30 second time
recording procedure.

Results indicated that nonhandicapped children

played only with each other 19 percent more frequently than they
played with handicapped children and play activities between
handicapped and nonhandicapped children occurred in over half of all
nonisolate play observation.

As to the types of play, parallel and

cooperative play were both more likely to occur when nonhandicapped
children were the only available playmates than when handicapped
children were the only available playmates.

Isolate play was the most

commonly observed play category when handicapped children were the
only playmates.

Although the results from this study are complex, the

study seems to suggest that young children do not actively reject
handicapped children.
A second study, Dunlop, Stoneman and Cantrell (1980) examined
the development of social interactions between handicapped and
nonhandicapped children in an integrated preschool classroom.

Their

study was conducted over a school year term, November to April, to
determine what

types of social situations handicapped and
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nonhandicapped children were involved in.

The four categories were

solitary activity, cooperative interaction, dominant interaction and
adult-child interaction.

A second concern was to investigate any

change over time between the two groups of children.

The study

investigated differences between the two groups of children,
handicapped and nonhandicapped, as to the amount of interaction they
had with handicapped peers, nonhandicapped peers, and mixed group of
handicapped and nonhandicapped.
The results revealed that there were minimal differences between
handicapped and nonhandicapped children in the overall time they spent
in the four categories, solitary activites, dominant interactions,
coopeative interactions and adult-child interactions. The study of
peer choice, of the two groups indicated a significant change over
time; the change resulted in the two groups, handicapped and
nonhandicapped, being almost identical in the peer choice in the final
observation period.

The study shows a lack of significant overall

difference in the social interaction, patterns between the handicapped
and nonhandicapped children as well as an increasing homogeneity
developing over time.

This study also concludes that high levels of

cooperative interactions with peers provided opportunities for the
development of social competencies of the handicapped child.
A third study of handicapped and nonhandicapped children's
social interactive behavior was done by Ipsa in 1981, in which she
replicated an early study done by her and Matz (1978).

The study

investigated handicapped and nonhandicapped children's interactions
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with peers and teachers.

Twenty-eight children were involved in the

study, eight handicapped and twenty nonhandicapped.

Children were

observed during free play sessions by two observers using an
instrument that was an adaptation of Parten's (1933) scale.

This

study concurred with the previous study indicating that handicapped
and nonhandicapped children were well socially integrated, that each
group of children interacted with one another, and only in terms of
asking for help did children contact nonhandicapped more than
handicapped children. The only varying pattern in the second study was
that nonhandicapped children tended to prefer other nonhandicapped
children to be their partners in complex social play.
well

This study, as

as the other two cited studies, tends to present a highly

positive picture of social
nonhandicapped children.

integration of handicapped and

It is important to note, these studies were

observing children's natural movement in a classroom setting without
any programmed intervention.
Whereas these first three studies show substantial interaction
between handicapped and nonhandicapped children, studies conducted by
Ray (1974) and Porter et al., (1978) with retarded young children
show limited social interaction between the two groups of children.
Guralnick (1980) found in studying children's social interactions in
relation to developmental mental levels that their was social
separation along developmental lines, and "only limited social
interaction occurred between advanced groups of children and less
advanced children...and the pattern of separation...tended to increase
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over time so expectations with regard to facilitating social
integration through contact were not supported" (p. 252).
While these studies point out the equivocal results eminating
from studies on integration of young handicapped and nonhandicapped
children, they also point up the need for more careful examination of
the many variables that exist in an integrated environment.

Since

integrated preschools are concerned with fostering the social
development of handicapped children, an examination of factors that
influence such development is important.
made to program social
children,

however,

Presently, attempts are being

interactions between the two groups of

little attention has been given to the

identification of the social and physical feature that might effect
the amount and quality of the interactions between handicapped and
nonhandicapped children.

Two factors this paper seeks to examine are

the role of peer relationship on social behaviors and the influence of
selected environmental factors.

Peers Influence on Social Behavior
Literature on child development (Ainsworth, 1973; Bowlby, 1958;
Bronson, 1975) stress the not so unoriginal proposition that the two
main socializing agents for infants and young children are adults
(parents) and peers.

These two factors function in different ways in

the total socialization process.

From the child's birth the world

presents itself in various kinds of social networks.

These networks

become the context in which personality, cognition and social

35

development are embedded (Lewis, Young, Brooks & Michaelson, 1975).
The parents or primary care providers initially play the central role
in the social development of the young child.

The social intimacy

that develops in this dyad forms the basis for the child's cognitive
and social development, though these social relationships change in
form and function over the years, they provide the basis for aspects
of assimilation and accommodation, and the growth of social cognition
(Piaget, 1960).
The interrelationship of the primary care providers interaction
with the infant and subsequent social behavior has been captured by
Lewis et al. (1975):
The psychoanalytic movement stresses the
child's relationship with its parents as the
underlying source of social-emotion a 1
development. Furthermore, it proposes that the
child's other social relationships are a function
of this first and prototypic interaction (Parens
& Saul, 1971; Spitz, 1965). Bowlby's (1958)
ethological parent and child perpetuates this
theme. Piaget (1951) is also influential in that
his formualtion's stress the egocentricity of the
child's cognitive structure, which can be
interpreted as a restriction of the child's
ability to interact meaningful with others.
(p. 33)
Lewis and his colleagues have also studied the influences of
peers on children's development.

They found that the evidence from

the studies in the 1930's (Bridges, 1933; Maudry & Nekula, 1939;
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Washburn, 1932) in which young children were depicted as asocial or
antisocial, and not especially interactive with peers was inaccurate.
Recent studies suggest that the infant even is "a nonaggressive (e.g.,
Vineze, 1971) socially inquisitive organism who prefers infants to
adults (e.g., Lensen, 1973)." Furthermore Lewis et al. (1975) reports
on studies in which "infants exhibit some developing social
competencies (Eckerman, 1973). Although they are thought to lag behind
nonsocial object/cognitive competencies" (p. 35).
(1951)

Freud and Dann

also reported on a study that showed the impact of peer

influence on the social development of children.

The study involved

six three-year-old German Jewish children who had come to their
attention in 1945 after spending their prior two years in a
concentration camp in which they had virtually "reared themselves"
with only minimal

support from adults.

Upon removal to a care

facility, these children showed negative and aggressive behavior
toward adults but positive and caring behavior toward children their
own age.
It is clear from the cited studies and the work of Bruner (1973)
and Nelson (1978) that by a very early age children have learned a
great deal about the "reciprocity of relations in social interactions,
as well as about the expected social routines" (Brunner, 1975, p. 97),
that this influence increases with age (Hartup, 1967) and has lasting
effects (Dunn, 1968; Mercer, 1973; Freud & Dann, 1951).

The processes

that are involved in the young child's peer social interactions are
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the same psychological processes that occur in an adult social
exchange: "reward punishment; modelling; imitation; and overt and
covert social pressures" (Hartup, 1978, p. 30).

These processes are

vitally important in assuring a healthy and norma1 socialized child
because peer relationships occupy a central position in the social
developmental process.

Hartup (1978) feels that if a child does not

experience and encounter successful social interactions with agemates,
this can place the child developmentally at risk in several areas of
development.

Piaget's (1960) work lends support to this statement for

he sees childrens' interaction in peer groups as becoming enmeshed in
a process of cognitive and social development with each influencing
the other as the children become older.

Since children influence

children, socially, emotionally and cognitively, how is the
handicapped child affected by this process?
Social

Interactions Among Handicapped and Nonhandicapped

Children: In the integrated classroom nonhandicapped children exert a
strong influence on shaping the patterns of social behavior of
handicapped children.

Current evidence shows that without an

opportunity to interact with other children, handicapped children have
difficulty in learning effective communication skills (Gurnalick,
1980) developing appropriate social behaviors (Dunn, 1968; Mercer,
1973) and modulating aggressive behaviors (Whiting & Whiting, 1975).
For the handicapped child social peer interactions are not luxuries
but necessities for normal development (Hartup, 1978; Bricker, 1978).
In order for handicapped and nonhandicapped children to benefit from
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involvement with their peers Bricker (1978) and Guralnick (1980) feel
a certain amount of interaction must occur.
The nonhandicapped child has been viewed as a powerful agent of
behavior changes in the handicapped child's social repertoire.
Studies have shown these changes to occur thru the process of peer
modelling and imitation and peer reinforcements.

Guralnick (1976)

analyzed the effects of nonhandicapped children in modifying the
social play behaviors of handicapped children through selected
modeling and reinforcement of only appropriate social behaviors of the
handicapped child.

Results showed an increase in the associative and

cooperative play of the handicapped children.

Walker and Hops (1967)

studied the effect of peer attention on social behavior of handicapped
children.

Nonhandicapped children were instructed to play with

handicapped children only when they demonstrated appropriate social
behavior in order to reduce inappropriate asocial behavior.

Results

showed that social behaviors that were ignored by nonhandicapped peers
decreased substantially.

These studies illustrate that through

programmed intervention the nonhandicapped child positively effects
the social growth and development of handicapped children.

These

studies coupled with the work of Strichart (1974), that children
selectively try to imitate behaviors that are more complex than their
level of development, and that they imitate a competent demonstrator,
illustrate the role that peer relationships play in fostering social
interactions in young children.
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Role of the Environment
The role of the environment in the development of young children
has been gaining attention as educators' insights, perceptions and
understanding of young children become refined.

This understanding

has come about through experimentation in developmental and child
psychology and through comprehensive observations of children in their
natural settings (Paterson & Haralick, 1977).
also emerged known as human ecology.

A new discipline has

The term has its roots in the

social-psychology, but was modified by Barker (1968) to relate to
behavior of people in physical settings.

In its simplest definition

Barker (1968) sees human ecology as the influence of the physical
milieu, or physical arrangement of the environment has on human
behavior.

Studies have shown that peoples' behavior is very much

influenced by the physical environment in which are found (Barker,
1968; Gump, 1971; Barker & Schoggen, 1973).

People assume a certain

behavior code when they are in certain surroundings (e.g., the serene
environment of a church setting promotes people to act "church like";
Day, 1979 ).
Social Interaction and Setting: Child development research
suggests that an enriched, prepared environment is necessary to
support the interactive experiences necessary for physical, mental and
social development in children (Montessori, 1939; Olds, 1975; Piaget,
1963).

In fact, for the handicapped child the negative effect of a

nonstimulating environment was a impetus for promoting mainstreamed
education.

The development of social interactions among young
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children in group settings has been a topic of importance for many
years (Bryan, 1975, Fein, Clark & Stewart, 1973; Hodges, McCandless, &
Spicker, 1967); but more recently Guralnick (1978) and Peterson and
Haralick

(1979) have voiced concern about studying classroom

arrangements that would enhance the interaction of handicapped and
nonhandicapped children in group settings.

Research describing

physical aspects of preschools classrooms for handicapped children and
social interactive behaviors is extremely limited, thus much of the
cited research information is drawn from the normally developing
child.
Gump (1975) in studying preschool environments reported:
Some studies have reported that increases in
child density lead to increased difficulties in
social interaction (Hutt & Vaizey, 1966; Hersild
& Marley, 1935; Loo, 1972; Swift, 1964).
However, the tendency for density or crowding to
be associated with increased aggressivity has not
been consistent; children often adapt well to
density; further, different kinds of density
yield different effects (Swift, 1964)... Rhone
and Nuffer (1977) showed that increased spatial
density.. .restricted space for a given number of
persons...significantly reduced preschoolers’
cooperative behavior but only tended to increase
aggression, (p. 141)
In studying the behaviors that various activity areas in a
preschool environment elicit, some interesting information has
developed.

Shure (1963) in studying five areas — art, books, dolls,

games and blocks — found that the block area produced a high degree
of social interaction but also a high degree of disruptive behaviors;
the doll

area also produced high social interaction but social
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exchange was "relatively low" in the art.

Houseman (1972) found that

the climber, the kitchen area, and the large block area were
associated the higher incidents of negative social interaction
(conflicts) than the art, clothing and snack areas.
Doyle's

study on the positive social

interactions of

preschoolers as they relate to settings is reported by Gump (1978):
found that relatively high usage of an area was
not sufficient for high social interaction in the
area, the latter being more determined by the
prevailing structure. High sociality was
associated with preparation, clean-up, role play,
and those large-muscle projects that could
accommodate more than one child user at a time
(e.g., climber); in contrast, social exchange was
low in puzzles, small model props, and single¬
person large muscle objects (tricycles, rocking
horse). Much positive sociality was highly
likely in role play and in multiple-person largemuscle activity; positive sociality was
infrequent or absent when children played with
science objects or engaged in art. Anti-social
interactions (teasing, ridiculing, and
quarreling) were relatively frequent in small toy
activities (doll-house standing figures, small
vehicles); anti-social actions were few in snacklunch, art, and large muscle, single-person
activities.
(p. 145)
In studying handicapped children's choice of activity area use.
Day and Warner (1982) found that mildly handicapped and nonhandicapped
children in an integrated preschool setting showed similar choices of
activity area use.
similar finding.

Haralick and Peterson's (1979) came up with a
In studying various play areas in an integrated

classroom, they found that all play areas attracted both handicapped
and nonhandicapped children in similar numbers.
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Another study done with handicapped children was Frankel and
Graham (1976) work with group size and academic achievement.

They

reported "no change in academic behavior or disruption...when children
worked alone with a teacher or in groups of three with a teacher."
(p. 10).
Other studies have examined the influence of toys, play material
and equipment as it relates to social exchange of children.

Smith

(1974) found that by decreasing available toys and large apparatus in
the environment, children tend to move more in large groups which
created more aggressive behavior.

Studies by Buell, Stoddard, Harris

and Baer (1968); Cooper, Lee, Bierten, Wolf, and Baer (1966); and
Johnson ( 1935),

also found that the presence of large outdoor

equipment produced more cooperative interactions among peers.
Quill itch and Risley (1973) found a powerful example of the influence
various types of toys has on interactions of children.

Their study

showed that young children's play behavior, alone or in groups,
depended upon the toys that were available.

Through systematic

repeated testing, they were able to label some toys "social" toys and
others "isolate" toys.
The above studies suggest that social

interactions are

influenced by various components of the physical environment; although
researchers are still exploring various environmental influences on
the child's social behavior; the only conclusions that can be made to
date is that enough evidence exists that points out the fact that no
simple relationship exists between the two factors, environment and
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social

interaction and continued research is needed to produce

substantive results.

Summary
In summary, the review of literature chapter has explained the
forces that fostered the development of the national law P.L. 94-142.
The arguments that formed the basis for the rationale of the
educational integration of handicapped and nonhandicapped child.

In

developing the rationale; social, legal-legislative, and psychological
educational considerations were presented and examined.

The social

consideration expounded the devalued-negative societal view the
handicapped currently contend with and proposes that integrating
handicapped children might start the chain of attitudinal shift in
society.

Court decisions and P.L. 94-142 constituted the major legal

legislative arguments for integration. These legislative and judicial
precedents form a solid base for the ongoing involvement of
handicapped persons in the mainstream of society.
Imitation learning and developmental educational programming was
the framework for arguing for the inclusion of handicapped children in
the mainstream of society.

The complexity of mainstreaming was

discussed and educators were cited who cautioned against a total
movement toward mainstreaming.
Research studies were cited regarding the information on the
social

behaviors of young children in integrated setting.

Some

studies finding high rates of interaction (Dunlop, Stone & Cantrell,
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1980; Ipsa, 1981; Paterson & Haralick, 1977) while others finding very
limited interaction (Ray, 1974; Porter et al., 1978). An examination
of the role of peer relationship and environmental factors followed in
order to help understand and clarify the complexity of studying social
relations.

This information provided an understanding of the

importance and complex nature of studying the social interactive
process of young children with each other and with the environment
that surrounds them.

CHAPTER

III

METHODOLOGY

Introduction
This dissertation research focuses on the ecology of social
interactions among handicapped and nonhandicapped children in an
integrated preschool setting.
integrated preschool

For the purpose of this study, an

setting refers to a classroom in which

handicapped and nonhandicapped children are educated together.

The

research study gathered information on 27 children, 14 handicapped and
13 nonhandicapped.
years

The handicapped children were children two to six

old with moderate to severe developmental delays and

disabilities.

The nonhandicapped children three to five years old,

who served as typical peer models, demonstrated no significant
disabling condition.

All children's natural movement and behavior

were observed in the preschool classroom setting and then analyzed in
order to determine if similar patterns of social interaction occur in
both populations and to assess what relationships there were between
environmental factors and the social interactive patterns.
was

conducted

The study

over a two year period of time during which

approximately 2,600 observations were collected.
The methods of the study will be presented in the following
manner: first, the description of the subjects; second, the setting;
45
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and third, the instruments.

A discussion of the data collection

procedures and the procedures used to analyze the data will follow.

Subjects
The subjects for this study were 27 preschool children between
the ages of two and one-half years to six years old; 14 of the
children were handicapped and 13 were nonhandicapped.

The children

were enrolled in an integrated preschool program in Western
Massachusetts.

The program ran five days a week.

Four days of the

week the children were in a three-hour morning session, and one day
for a two and one-half hour afternoon swim session.

The number of

days each child attended the program was based on the child's
educational, social and health needs.
five days a week.

Attendance ranged from three to

The children came from a variety of socio-economic

backgrounds but all lived in the rural towns of Western Masschusetts.
The nonhandicapped children's attendance at the program was
self-determined; the parents selected Side By Side for their children.
Acceptance was on a first come, first served basis with consideration
given to age appropriateness.

The handicapped chidren were referred

to the program by their local school district and acceptance was based
on the following criteria:
...children with developmental and cognitive
delays who would benefit from having peer models
of typical children three and four years old are
appropriate for the integrated program. For
example, it is appropriate for five to eight year
old retarded children for whom younger children
are the ideal role models. Preschool crippled
children, and children disabled by: Cerebral
Palsy, Spina Bifida, Epilepsy, Down's Syndrome,
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and other genetic disorders are appropriate
candidates. Children with visual, speech and
hearing impairments who by virtue of the severity
of their impairment require the full time
services of special educators will be eligible.
Children with mild developmental delays are best
served with peer models in mainstreamed
classrooms. (Carle & Molnar, 1978)
The subjects had a range of handicapping conditions.

For the

purpose of the study's design and analysis, the children were
categorized into three groups: nonhandicapped (NH), verbal
handicapped (VH), and nonverbal handicapped (NVH).

Children in the

nonhandicapped group showed no evidence of physical, mental, emotional
or social dysfunction which limited or inhibited their functioning in
the classroom setting.

All children designated nonhandicapped scored

within the normal range of development on the McCarthy Scales of
Children's Abilities.

Children designated verbal handicapped (VH)

were disabled children with expressive language competence and
children designated as nonverbal handicapped (NVH) were children
without expressive language (Day, 1979).

Designation into one or the

other of these two categories of handicapped children was based on
their performance on standardized developmental tests and expressive
language usage observed by teachers and evaluators.

Although these

categorizations are arbitrary and used for data analysis only,
certainly individual differences and the diversity within each
grouping was respected.
The development of each child was assessed at entrance to the
program using either the McCarthy Scale of Children's Abilities or the
Bayley Scales of Infant Development depending on the level of
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development.

Children were post-tested using the McCarthy Scales of

Children s Abilities or the Bayley Scales of Infant Development at the
end of their final year in the program.

The mean developmental age

for the nonhandicapped (NH) children for program year 1979-1980 was
4.1; for program year 1980-1981 it was 5.10.

The mean developmental

age for the verbal handicapped (VH) children for program 1979-1980 was
2.9; and for nonverbal handicapped (NVH) .9; for program year
1980-1981 it was 4.4 for verbal handicapped, and 1.4 for nonverbal
handicapped.

Table 3.1 outlines the characteristics of the research

group in terms of sex, age, disability, and developmental level.
Data were collected during two program years.

In the 1979-1980

program year, twenty children were enrolled in the program, eleven
were handicapped and nine were nonhandicapped.

In the fall, 1979, 19

children were observed, ten handicapped six verbal handicapped and
four nonverbal handicapped and nine nonhandicapped; in the spring
observation period, 17 children were observed, nine handicapped, five
verbal handicapped and four nonverbal handicapped, and eight
nonhandicapped.
enrolled

During the program year 1980-1981, 21 children were

in the program, 12 were handicapped and nine were

nonhandicapped. In the fall 1980, 18 children were observed, nine
handicapped, seven verbal handicapped and two nonverbal handicapped;
and nine nonhandicapped.

During the spring observation period, 19

children were observed, 10 handicapped, seven verbal handicapped and
three nonverbal handicapped, and nine nonhandicapped.

The variance

between enrolled number of children in the program and observed number
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Table 3.1
Characteristics of Student Population

Child

Sex

Age1

Yrs. in
Program

1

F

4.5

2

Below normal*

Tuberous sclerosis;
severe cognitive and
language delay

2

F

4.6

2

Below normal*

Severe seizure disorder;
Cerebral Palsy, severe
motor, language and
cognitive delay

3

M

4.7

2

Below normal

Failure to thrive child;
speech, motor and
cognitive delay

4

M

3.8

2

Normal

Cerebral Palsy;
physically disabled; uses
crutches; speech disorder

5

M

3.9

2

Below normal

Learning disabled; brain
damage due to encephalitis

6

F

3.8

2

Normal

Skin disease-Icthyosis;
facial and body disfigure¬
ments

7

M

3.6

2

Normal

Nonhandicapped

8

F

3.8

2

Normal

9

M

3.5

2

Normal

10

F

3.11

2

Normal

11

M

3.9

2

Normal

12

M

5.7

1

Below normal

Learning Disabled

13

F

4.10

1

Normal

Spina Bifia: physically
disabled; uses crutches

Devel.
Range

Disability

ll

ii

ll

ll

1-Age as of May 1980.
. ,
^Non-verbal handicapped children, with severe developmental delays.
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Table 3.1 (continued)

Child

Sex

Age

Yrs. in
Program

14

F

4.4

1

Below normal*

Deaf; developmentally
delayed

15

F

1

Below normal*

Cerebral Palsy; severe
motor, cognitive, and
language delay, non¬
ambulatory

16

F

3.4

1

Below normal*

Cerebral Palsy; severe
motor, cognitive, and
language delay, non¬
ambulatory

17

M

2.8

1

Below normal

Developmentally delayed

18

M

3.6

1

Below normal

Cerebral Palsy; physically
disabled

19

F

2.8

1

Normal

Cerebral Palsy; physically
disabled, uses crutches,
speech delay and disorder

20

M

4.7

1

Normal

Nonhandicapped

21

M

4.8

1

Normal

22

F

4.8

1

Normal

23

M

4.9

1

Normal

24

M

3.3

1

Normal

25

M

3.1

1

Normal

26

M

3.10

1

Normal

27

M

3.4

1

Normal

Devel.
Range

Disability

ll

li

ll

ll

ll

ll

ll
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is explained by dates of enrollment and in part, due to a child's
change of residence and illness.

Setting
The setting was a preschool classroom in a small rural county in
Massachusetts.
hilltowns.

The preschool served children from the surrounding

Most of the handicapped children were transported to

school on a bus, while some of the nonhandicapped children came from
the immediate town and walked to school.

The classroom was in a

public elementary school on the ground floor so it was accessible to
the physically handicapped children.

It had a southern exposure with

a beautiful view of fields and hills.

Physically the classroom was

divided into two sections, one section housing the art, practical life
and snack areas and the other housing the book corner, the circle
area, the fantasy play area, the sensorial area, the block area and
the gross motor areas. Learning activity areas were designed in the
classroom to accommodate the needs of individual children and the
program goals.
There were two general program goals: (1) to promote social
interaction between handicapped and nonhandicapped children and (2) to
support and enhance the development of each child (Carle & Molner,
1978).

The eleven specific program objectives were:

1.

To foster positive self image

2.

To encourage independence

3.

To develop an awareness and understanding of the environment
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4.

To improve communication skills

5.

To improve perceptual awareness

6.

To improve motor coordination

7.

To increase the level of each child's readiness for school
achievement and participation in community activities

8.

To develop in each child the ability to think quantitatively,
with an understanding of the structure of the number system and
the logic of arithmetic operations

9.

To foster aesthetic values through experiences in art, music,
movement and creative expression

10.

To promote good health

11.

To encourage physical development

(Carle & Molnar, 1978)

Positive peer relations and social interaction were developed
and encouraged in the classroom by establishing an environment where
the children could feel safe and relaxed.

The children's handicaps

were discussed in an open and honest manner so as to encourage
acceptance on the part of both handicapped and nonhandicapped children
(Day, Warner, Logue-Blair, 1981).
The classroom arrangement and materials varied frequently,
resulting in activity/area changes to some degree from one data
collection period to another.

Classroom maps in Appendix A illustrate

the classroom design for each data collection period.
Standardized Activity/Area Description forms were also completed
by the Program Director in the fall, and reviewed before the spring
assessment, which further defined the nature and purpose of each

53

learning area.

These forms explained the number of children expected

or allowed to use an area at one time, the role of the adult, the role
of the children, materials available to the children, equipment (such
as shelves and tables) provided in a particular area, the manner in
which the materials were displayed, the time(s) the areas were
available for use, the purpose or child development goals of the area,
and the expected behavior of children while engaged in the area (Day,
Warner, Logue-Blair, 1981).

Activity/Area description sheets are

included in Appendix B.

Staff
The staff for both program years included a head teacher, two
teachers and one teacher assistant providing an approximately 1:4 adult
student ratio.

Table 3:2 summarizes the sex, years of experience,

years involved with the program and formal preparation of the staff.
The author of this study was the head teacher during the program year
1979-1980.

Instrument
The Behavior Checklist of Child Environment Interaction by Day,
Perkins and Weinthaler (1978) was used as the instrument to study the
children's behavior in the integrated class.

(See Appendix C.) It is

an assessment system specifically designed for use in early childhood
settings and has been adapted for use in integrated classrooms with
both handicapped and nonhandicapped children (Day & Warner, 1981).

It
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Table 3.2
Summary of Staff Position, Years Involved, Sex,
Experience and Formal Preparation

Sex

Years of
Experience

Formal
Preparation

Head Teacher (1979-1980)

F

12

B.A., M.A.,
Montessori

Head Teacher (1980-1981)

F

9

B.A., M.A.,
CAGS

Teacher (1979-1981)

F

10

B.A., M.A.

Teacher (1979-1980)

F

6

B.S.

Teacher (1980-1981)

F

8

B.S.

Teacher Assistant (1979-1980)

F

6

B.A.

Staff
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is a natural observation instrument designed for recording children's
behavior as they go about the routine of their program day (Day &
Warner, 1982).

As a naturalistic observation instrument it compiles

with the recommendations of the study of Wynne et al. (1975) in which
they strongly suggest studying young children's behavior directly and
in the natural classroom setting.
For example, Wynne et al. (1975) states:
There is considerable controversy as to the
feasibility of making meaningful assessment of
the social interaction patterns and self concepts
of young children...
In recent studies, sociometric tests have
been used at the preschool level, but results
have been inconsistent and unreliable...
The best research approach with this age
group (and others) would be systematic, direct
observation of social interaction patterns, to
tease out the many complex variables, (pp.
65-66).
The Behavior Checklist has seven generic categories of
behavior, representing aspects of social, emotional and intellectual
development.

The seven categories are: Task Involvement, Cooperation

Autonomy, Verbal Interaction, Material Use, Program Maintenance, and
Consideration.

There are 33 discrete behaviors on the checklist which

provide an operational definition for each of the seven generic
categories (Day, Perkins & Weinthaler, 1978).

For the purposes of

this study, the data in Cooperation and Verbal Interaction, were used
to investigate the children's social interactive behaviors.
behaviors

in

the Cooperation

category consist of:

The

"seeks

participation with handicapped, nonhandicapped child, or both
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handicapped and nonhandicapped, or adult;" "involved with handicapped,
nonhandicapped child or both handicapped and nonhandicapped or adult;"
"accepts request from handicapped, nonhandicapped child or adult;" and
takes turns.

The behaviors in the Verbal Interaction category were

"talks with handicapped, nonhandicapped child, both, or adult;"
"requests information from handicapped, nonhandicapped child or
adult;" or "responds to handicapped, nonhandicapped child or adult."
Also one behavior from the category Autonomy was used "rejects request
handicapped or nonhandicapped."
Reuter

(1974)

defines social

interactions as any personal

initiation and a response to that initiation.
categories

Cooperative and Verbal

initiation and response.

The behaviors in the

Interaction do reflect both

Thus, these two categories closely fit

Reuter's definition of the social interactive process.
The Behavior Checklist provides for gathering information on how
many times

a child

interacts (frequency count); with whom this

interaction occurs (handicapped, nonhandicapped or both) and where the
interaction takes place (the environment area). It does not record or
purport to assess the aspects of social sensitivity, sympathetic
introspection,

taking the role of the other, empathy or social

perception (Hagan, 1968).

Data Collection Procedure
Observation of the children's naturaly occurring behavior were
made by two nonparticipant observers in the Fall and Spring of each
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program year for a period of approximately two weeks.
randomly selected for observation.

Children were

A standard time sampling

procedure, observing and recording in alternate 30-second cycles, was
followed.

An observation segment constituted each child being

observed for 30 seconds, coded, observed again until a series of five,
30-second observations were completed.

Observations were scheduled

for half-hour intervals five children observed in each half-hour, in
order to sample the children's behavior in all phases of the classroom
program.

Observations were made on successive days until 40

observations for each child were completed.
Children's behavior during these observation times were recorded
on an optical scan data sheet.

In addition to the recorded behaviors

of the children data were taken regarding group size the child was in,
with whom the child was interacting with (a handicapped child, a
nonhandicapped child, both handicapped and nonhandicapped or with an
adult)

and the learning area or activity in which the child was

engaged.
During the two week observation period in the fall of 1979, a
total of 647 30-second observations were gathered on ten handicapped
and nine nonhandicapped children.

In the spring of 1980, 610 cases

were recorded of nine handicapped and eight nonhandicapped children.
The following year, 680 observations were gathered in the fall from
the population of nine handicapped and nine nonhandicapped children.
In

the

spring of the school year 1981, ten handicapped and nine

nonhandicapped children were observed for a total of 695, 30-second
observations (Day & Warner, 1982).
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The two nonparticipant observers established their interobserver
reliability at 80%,

prior to each observation period.

In the

classroom the observers moved freely around the classroom in order to
observe the targeted child's behavior.
observers'

presence

circumstances.

did

not

Teachers also reported that

disturb or cause any unusual

They felt this was probably the result of children

being introduced to the observers, the observers taking time to become
familiar

in the classroom,

and the observing procedures being

explained to the children.

Data Analysis
Question One:
In an integrated classroom setting do handicapped children
most commonly interact with other handicapped children, with
nonhandicapped children or a mixed grouping of handicapped and
nonhandicapped children? Do nonhandicapped children most
commonly interact with handicapped children with other
nonhandicapped children, or a mixed grouping of handicapped and
nonhandicapped children.

The information for this question was presented descriptively.
Graphs illustrated the percentage of observed time that each child
type was involved in social interactions with the three peer choices,
handicapped children,

nonhandicapped children and both.

The

percentage of observed time was calculated by taking the average of
the

time

behaviors.

spent

in cooperative behaviors and verbal

interactive
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Question Five:
Is there a difference in activity/area use by child type?
Descriptive statistics were used to present this information.
The percentage of activity area use by child type, nonhandicapped,
verbal handicapped and nonverbal handicapped was presented graphically
to determine if there was a difference in activity/area use by child
type.

Question Six:

that

Is there a difference in the amount of social interaction
occurs in the ten
activity/areas of the classroom?

Descriptive statistics were used to present this information. To
determine

the

amount of interactive social behavior in the ten

activity/areas the percentage of social

interaction for each child

type, nonhandicapped, verbal handicapped and nonverbal handicapped was
presented graphically.

Comparisons of these behaviors for each child

type in each area were made to determine the areas that elicited most
social interaction behavior.

59

Question Two:
Are there significant differences in the interaction
patterns of handicapped and nonhandicapped children?
O

A Hotelling Jc compared the mean social behaviors of the
nonhandicapped and verbal handicapped children for all four
observation periods, to test if there was a significant difference in
the social interactive patterns of these two groups of children with
the three peer choices.

Significance was placed at .05 level.

Question Three:
Is there a difference between handicapped and nonhandicapped
children in their group size preference? To what degree do the
handicapped and nonhandicapped children choose to be alone, in a
group of two to five children, in a group of five or more
children, or with the total group?
A chi-square test was used to analyze the difference between the
frequencies of the observed behavior of the two types of children in
the four group settings.

Question Four:
Is there a difference in the amount of social interaction
that handicapped and nonhandicapped children demonstrate in the
group sizes of two to five, five or more or total group?
This question was first analyzed by a repeated measures design
of group size by child type but could not be completed because the
sample size was too small, then, the mean percentages of social
interaction for the two types of children in the three group sizes
was tested by a t-test for significant differences.

CHAPTER

IV

RESULTS

Summary of Study

This study was conducted to investigate the patterns of social
interaction of handicapped and nonhandicapped as they occur in an
integrated classroom setting and to discover if group size and
activity area have any influence on the social interactive behaviors
of the children.

Approximately 2,600 child observations were made

during four observation times (Fall 1979, Spring 1980, Fall 1980,
Spring 1981) on 27 children.
and 13 nonhandicapped.

Of these children, 14 were handicapped

The Behavior Checklist, (Day et al., 1978),

the instrument used to record the childrens' social interactive
behavior,

is comprised of 33 behaviors subsumed into seven

independent generic categories of behavior which are: Task
Involvement, Cooperation, Autonomy, Verbal Interaction, Materials Use,
Program Maintenance and Consideration.

For this study the social

interactive behaviors, positive, neutral and negative, were best
reflected by the categories cooperation and verbal interaction.^ The

10ne behavior from the category autonomy was used in the
analysis of question two and six.
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precise behaviors which comprise social interaction are listed and
defined in Table 4.1, Social Interactive Behavior.

The percent of

time that children were observed performing each behavior is presented
in Table 4.2.

The distribution of social interactive behaviors for

each observation period is presented in tabular form. Tables 4.3, 4.4,
4.5, 4.6.

These tables list the raw scores, the percentage of total

time each behavior was observed and the percent of the total behaviors
that each category accounts for.

The raw score is the frequency of

the social interactive behavior observed for each child type, the
percent of time each behavior was observed was computed by dividing
the raw score of each behavior by the total number of observations for
each child type.

The percent of total behavior that cooperation and

verbal interaction account for was computed by dividing the number of
behaviors in each category by the total number of behaviors for each
observation period by child type.
The distribution of observations across the listed behaviors
shows that both handicapped and nonhandicapped children were
frequently observed interacting with an adult.

These behaviors are

consistently high across the four observation periods.

Also, across

the four observation periods handicapped and nonhandicapped children
were frequently observed involved with one another and talking to each
other.

There are limited observations in the behaviors "seeks

participation" and the remaining behaviors show no clear patterns of
distribution.
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Table 4.1
Social Interactive Behaviors1
Cooperation:

Seeks participation: The child seeks the participation or assistance
of an adult or other child(ren) in an activity or task.
Involved; The child is engaged in an activity or task with an adult
or other child(ren).
Accepts Request: The child accepts an adult's or other child's
request to participate in an activity or task.
Takes Turns:

The child takes turns in activities with other children.

Verbal Interaction:

Talks:

The child talks with an adult or with other child(ren).

Requests Inforamtion: The child asks an adult or other child for
information about an on-going activity or experience.
Responds: The child responds to a child's or adult's request for
information (answers questions).

Autonomy
Rejects Request: The child rejects an adult's or other child's request
to participate in task or activity.

^hese definitions are taken directly from The Behavior Checklist
(Day, et al., 1978).
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Table 4.2
Distribution of Social Interactive Behavior
by Child Type
Fall 1979
f
%
Nonhandicapped
Cooperative
Behavior
Verbal
Interaction
Behavior

(9)1

Fall 1980
f
%

Spring 1981
f
%

(9)

(9)

(8)

1562

48.33

185

60.3

125

35.2

104

29.7

226

70.0

198

61.7

148

41.6

207

59.4

2

.6

1

.3

3

.8

1

.3

Autonomy
Total Number of
Observations

Spring 1980
f
%

307

323

(10)

Handicapped

356

350

(9)

(9)

(10)

Cooperative
Behavior

138

42.6

108

35.6

124

38.3

102

29.6

Verbal
Interaction
Behavior

126

38.9

128

42.2

136

41.2

145

42.0

1

.3

2

.7

1

.3

Autonomy

Total Number of
Observations

324

303

0

324

0

34b

^-Number of children.
^Frequency of observed behavior.
^Percent in each cell is computed by dividing the number of observed
behaviors by total number of observations by child type.
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Table 4.3
Distribution of Raw Scores and Percentages of Each
Social Interactive Behavior by Child Tvoe
Fall 1979
NH=9

Behavior
Cooperation Accounts for
Seeks participation with
Seeks participation with
Seeks participation with
Seeks participation with
Involved with NH
Involved with H
Involved with B
Involved with A
Accepts request from H
Accepts request from NH
Accepts request from A
Takes turns

H =10

*3
" 12.4%
NH1
H
B
A

2
3
0
0
49
14
0
46
6
3
12
21

Verbal Interaction Accounts for

"
(.6)2
(•9)
(0)
(0)
(15.2)
(4.3)
0
(19.2)
(1.9)
(.9)
(3.7)
(6.5)

44
8
0
33
10
4
35
21
8
63

Autonomy
Rejects request from NH
Rejects request from H

2
0
323
1267

%

15.1% of total
behaviors
0
(.6)
o
1
(.3)
4
(1.2)
32
(9.9)
3
(.9)
4
(1.2)
60
18.5)
1
(*3)
0
0
22
(6.8)
9
(2.8)

17.8%

Talks with NH
Talks with H
Talks with B
Talks with A
Request Information from NH
Request Information from H
Request Information from A
Responds to NH
Responds to H
Responds to A

Total Number of Observations
Total Number of Behaviors

f

13.0%
(13.6)
(2.5)
(0)
(10.2)
(3.1)
(1.2)
(10.8)
(6.5)
(2.5)
(19.5)

(.6)
0

22
4
1
32
4
1
17
10
2
33
1
0

of total
behaviors
(6.8)
(1.2)
(.3)
(9.9)
(1.2)
(.3)
(5.2)
(3.1)
(.6)
(10.2)
(.3)
0

325
916

^NH=non-handicapped child; H=handicapped; B=both H and NH; A=adult.
2f=Frequency of the behavior.
^The percentage of time observed for each behavior was computed by
dividing the number of observations of each behavior by the total number of
observations completed for all children, by typology.
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Table 4.4
Distribution of Raw Scores and Percentages of Each
Social Interactive Behavior by Child Type
Spring 1980
NH= 8

Behavior

f

Cooperation Accounts for
Seeks participation with
Seeks participation with
Seeks participation with
Seeks participation with
Involved with NH
Involved with H
Involved with B
Involved with A
Accepts request from NH
Accepts request from H
Accepts request from A
Takes turns

%

H =10
f

15.0X
NH
H
B
A

2
2
1
4
22
16
49
41
0
0
11
37

Verbal Interaction Accounts for
Talks with NH
Talks with H
Talks with B
Talks with A
Request Information NH
Request Information H
Request Information A
Respond to NH
Respond to H
Respond to A
Autonomy
Rejects request from NH
Rejects request from H

Total Number of Observations
Total Number of Behaviors

(.6)
(.6)
(.3)
(1.3)
7.1
(5.2)
(15.9)
(13.3)
0
0
(3.6)
(12)

1
o
0
1
15
9
17
42
1
0
8
14

15.4%
40
16
15
53
3
3
28
2
1
29
1
0

307
1231

%
11.3% of total
behaviors
(.3)
0
n
(.3)
(5.0)
(3.0)
5.6)
(13.9)
(.3)
0
(2.6)
(4.7)
13.4% of total
behaviors

(13.0)
(5.2)
(4.9)
(17.2)
(1.0)
(1.0)
(9.1)
(.6)
(.3)
(9.4)

(.3)
0

16
10
4
55
0
0
9
2
1
31
0
2
303
952

(5.3)
(3.3)
(1.3)
(18.2)
0
0
(.3)
(.7)
(.3)
(10.2)
0
(.7)
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Table 4.5
Distribution of Raw Scores and Percentages of Each
bocial Interactive Behavior by Child Tvoe
Fall 1980
NH=9

Behavior

f

Cooperation Accounts for
Seeks participation with
Seeks participation with
Seeks participation with
Seeks participation with
Involved with NH
Involved with H
Involved with B
Involved with A
Accepts request from NH
Accepts request from H
Accepts request from A
Takes turns

%
ira-

NH
H
B
A

0
0
0
0
13
8
27
39
3
1
21
13

Verbal Interaction Accounts for
27
9
1
58
3
0
15
6
2
27

Autonomy
Rejects request from NH
Rejects request from H

0
3

356
1124

(7.6)
(2.5)
(.3)
(16.3)
(.8)
(0)
(4.2)
(1.7)
(.6)
(7.6)
(0)
(.8)

%

13.7% of total
behaviors
0
(0)
0
(0)
0
(0)
3
(.9)
11
(3.4)
14
(4.3)
24
(7.4)
46
(14.2)
0
(0)
0
(0)
13
4.0)
13
(4.0)

13.2%

Talks with NH
Talks with H
Talks with B
Talks with A
Request Information NH
Request Information H
Request Information A
Respond to NH
Respond to H
Respond to A

Total Number of Observations
Total Number of Behaviors

(0)
(0)
(0)
(0)
3.7)
(2.2)
(7.6)
(11.0)
(.8)
(.3)
(5.9)
(3.7)

H=9
f

15
9
1
64
1
0
9
0
2
35
0
0
324
888

15.3% of total
behaviors
(4.6)
(2.8)
(.3)
(19.8)
(.3)
(0)
(2.8)
(0)
(.6)
(10)
(0)
(0)
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Table 4.6
Distribution of Raw Scores and Percentages of Each
Social Interactive Behavior by Child Tyne
Spring 1981
NH=9

Behavior

f

Cooperation Accounts for
Seeks participation with
Seeks participation with
Seeks participation with
Seeks participation with
Involved with NH
Involved with H
Involved with B
Involved with A
Accepts request from NH
Accepts request from H
Accepts request from A
Takes Turns

%
9.5%

NH
H
B
A

1
2
0
1
20
11
23
24
0
0
16
6

Autonomy
Rejects request from NH
Rejects request from H

Total Number of Observations
Total Number of Behaviors

49
18
13
89
0
1
15
2
2
18
0
1
350
1090

%

(.3)
(.6)
(0)'
(.3)
(5.7)
(3.1)
(6.6)
(6.9)
(0)
(0)
(4.6)
(1.7)

il.6^ of total
behaviors
0
(0)
0
(0)
1
(.3)
4
(1.2)
14
(4.1)
15
(4.3)
13
(3.8)
31
(9.0
2
(.6)
o
(0)
12
3.5)
10
(2.9)

(14.0)
(5.1)
(3.7)
(25.4)
(0)
(.3)
(4.3)
(.6)
(.6)
(5.1)

16.5% of total
behaviors
18
(5.2)
11
(3.2)
4
(1.2)
65
(18.8)
3
(.9)
0
(0)
9
(2.6)
1
(.3)
1
(.3)
33
(9.6)

Verbal Interaction Accounts for
Talks with NH
Talks with H
Talks with B
Talks with A
Request Information NH
Request Information H
Request Information A
Respond to NH
Respond to H
Respond to A

" H=10
f

(0)
(.3)

1
0
345
877

(.3)
(0)
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Table 4.7 shows the proportion of total behaviors which were
social behaviors, revealing the ratio of social behavior to all of the
children's observed behavior.

Presentation of the Data
Question

One

In an integrated classroom setting do handicapped children
most commonly interact with other handicapped children, with
nonhandicapped children or a mixed grouping of handicapped
and nonhandicapped children? Do nonhandicapped children
most commonly interact with handicapped children, with other
nonhandicapped children, or a mixed grouping of handicapped
and nonhandicapped children.
For the purpose of answering this question, "adult interactions" and
"takes turn," from the definition of social interaction, (see Table
4.1) were excluded from the analysis because they did not apply to the
question.
To study this question the data for the handicapped children
were grouped in two ways.
verbal

The grouping handicapped (H) includes both

and nonverbal handicapped children; the grouping verbal

handicapped (VH) includes those children with expressive language (see
definitions. Chapter I).

The percentage of time each group of

children was involved in social behavior with the three peer choices
was calculated by computing an average of observed time of the two
social interactive categories. Cooperation and Verbal Interaction,
Tables 4.8a, 4.9a, 4.10a, 4.11a, list the frequencies of observed
social behaviors and the percent of time each group was observed in
social interactive based on the total number of observations for each
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Table 4.7
Proportion of Total Behavior Which is Social
Behavior for the Four Observation Periods
Fall 1979
Nonhandicapped

Spring 1980

Fall 1980

Spring 1981

(9)1

(8)

(9)

(9)

Social Behavior

384

376

276

312

Total Behavior

1267

1231

1124

1090

% Social Behavior

30.3%

30.5%

24.6%

28.6%

% Other Behavior

69.7%

69.5%

75.4%

71.4%

(10)

(9)

(9)

(10)

Social Behavior

265

238

260

248

Total Behavior

916

952

888

877

% Social Behavior

28.9%

25.0%

29.3%

28.3%

% Other Behavior

71.1%

75.0%

70.7%

71.7%

Handicapped

^■Number of children.
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Table 4.8a
Frequency and Percent of Observed Time Children
were Involved in Cooperation and Verbal
Interaction with Three Peer Choices,
Handicapped, Nonhandicapped, Both*
Fall 1979
NHand1
f
%

Hand
f
%

Both
f
%

lotal # of
Behaviors
f
%

Total # of
Observations
f
%

Cooperation
NH (N=9)
H (N=10)
VH (6)

57
35
32

17.6
10.8
14.0

20
3
3

6.2
1.0
1.3

0
5
5

0
1.5
2.2

77
43
40

23.8
13.3
17.5

323
324
228

100%
100%
100%

75
36
36

23.2
11.1
15.7

20
7
7

6.2
2.2
3.1

0
1
1

0
.3
.4

95
44
44

29.4
13.6
19.3

323
324
228

100%
100%
100%

Verbal
Interaction
NH
H
VH

Table 4.8b
Mean Social Interactive Behavior Among Children
by Child Type

NH
H
VH

NH
H
VH
n
f
%

=
=
=
=
=
=

NH

H

B

20.4%
11. 0%
14. 9%

6.2%
1.6%
2.2%

0%
.9%
1.3%

Nonhandicapped.
Handicapped.
Verbal Handicapped,
Number of children,
Frequency of behavior.
Percentage of observations.

Total % Social Behavior
26.16%
13. 5%
18.4%
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Table 4.9a
Frequency and Percent of Observed Time Children
were Involved in Cooperation and Verbal
Interaction with Three Peer Choices,
Handicapped, Nonhandicapped, Both
Spring 1980
NHand1
f
%

Hand
f
%

Both
f
%

Total # of
Behaviors
f
%

Total # of
Observations
f
%

Cooperation
NH (N=8)
H (N=9)
VH (N=5)

24
17
16

7.8
5.6
9.3

18
9
7

5.8
3.0
4.1

50
17
17

16.2
5.6
9.9

92
43
40

29.9
14.2
23.3

30 7
303
172

100%
100%
100%

45
18
18

14.6
5.9
10.5

20
11
11

6.5
3.6
6.4

15
4
4

4.9
1.3
2.3

80
33
33

26.0
10.9
19.2

308
303
172

100%
100%
100%

Verbal
Interaction
NH
H
VH

Table 4.9b
Mean Social Interactive Behavior Among Children
by Child Type

NH
H
VH

NH

H

11.2%
5.8%
9.9%

6.2%
3.3%
5.3%

B
10.6%
3.5%
6.1%

Total % Social Behavior
28.0%
12.15%
21.:3%
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Table 4.10a
Frequency and Percent of Observed Time Children
were Involved in Cooperation and Verbal
Interaction with Three Peer Choices,
Handicapped, Nonhandicapped, Both'
Fall 1980
NHand1
f
%

Hand
f
%

Both
f
%

Total # of
Behaviors
f
%

Total # of
Observations
f
%

Cooperation
NH (N=9)
H (N=9)
VH (N=7)

16
11
11

4.5
3.4
4.0

9
14
14

25.0
4.3
5.1

36
16
16

10.1
4.9
5.8

11
11
11

3.1
3.4
4.0

27
24
24

7.6
7.4
8.7

52
49
49

14.6
15.1
17.8

356
324
275

100%
100%
100%

.3
.3
.3

48
28
28

13.5
8.6
10.2

356
324
275

100%
100%
100%

Verbal
Interaction
NH
H
VH

1
1
1

Table 4.10b
Mean Social Interactive Behavior Among Children
by Child Type

NH
H
VH

NH

H

B

7.3%
4.2%
4.9%

2. 8%
3. 9%
4. 6%

3.9%
3.6%
4.5%

Total % Social Behavior
14.:1%
11.'9%
14.13%
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Table 4.11a
Frequency and Percent of Observed Time Children
were Involved in Cooperation and Verbal
Interaction with Three Peer Choices,
Handicapped, Nonhandicapped, Both
Spring 1981
NHand1
f
%

Hand
f
%

Both
f
%

Total # of
Behaviors
f
%

Total # of
Observations
f
%

Cooperation
NH (N=9)
H (N=10)
VH (N=7)

21
16
15

6.0
4.6
5.7

13
15
14

3.7
4.3
5.3

23
14
14

6.6
4.1
5.3

57
45
43

16.3
13.0
16.2

350
345
265

100%
100%
100%

51
22
22

14.6
6.4
8.3

21
12
12

6.0
3.5
4.5

13
4
4

3.7
1.2
2.0

85
38
38

24.3
11.0
14.3

350
345
265

100%
100%
100%

Verbal
Interaction
NH
H
VH

Table 4.11b
Mean Social Interactive Behavior Among Children
by Child Type

NH
H
VH

NH

H

B

10.3%
5.5%
7.0%

4. 9%
3. 9%
4. 9%

5. 2%
2.,7%
3.,7%

Total % Social Behavior
20.:3%
12.13%
15.:3%
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time period, for each child type.

Tables 4.8b, 4.9b, 4.10b, and 4.11b

show the average of the observed time of Cooperative Behaviors and
Verbal Interactive behaviors.

This information forms the basis for

answering question number one.
The data are presented in descriptive form with answers
extrapolated from the graphs.

The percentage in the graphs. Figures

4.1 and 4.2, represent the average percent of the two social
interactive behaviors Cooperation and Verbal Interaction.

This

percentage then is the observed time that each grouping of children,
nonhandicapped, handicapped and verbal handicapped were observed
socially interacting with nonhandicapped children, handicapped
children or both, a mixed group of handicapped and nonhandicapped
children.
The graphs indicate that for Fall 1979, nonhandicapped children
(NH) engaged in social interactive behavior 26.6% of the time they
were observed, of this 20.4% of the time they were interacting with
other nonhandicapped children, 6.2% of the time with handicapped
children, and 0% in a mixed group.
The group of handicapped children (H) were involved in social
interactive behavior 13.5% of their observed time.

Of this time, 11%

was with nonhandicapped children, 1.6% with handicapped children, and
.9% with a mixed grouping of handicapped and nonhandicapped children.
The child type group verbal handicapped (VH) showed that they socially
interacted 18.4% of their observed time.

Of this time 14.9% with

nonhandicapped children, 2.2% with handicapped children, and 1.3% with
a mixed group of handicapped and nonhandicapped children.
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Figure 4.1
Percentage of Observed Time in Social Interaction
with Three Peer Choices
Fall 1979, Spring 1980
Fall 1979
10

o

15

Nonhandicapped (n=9)
Social Behavior 26.6%
of Observed Time
0%

Handicapped (n=10)
Social Behavior 13.5%
of Observed Time

llll'
•9

Verbal Handicapped (n=6)
Social Behavior 18.4'
of Observed Time

2.2
1.3

Spring 1980

NSKKKSHTT

Nonhandicapped (n=8)
Social Behavior 2.8%
of Observed Time

10.6

Handicapped (n=9)
Social Behavior 12.6
of Observed Time

3.3

Verbal Handicapped (n=6)
Social Behavior 21.3"
of Observed Time

Nonhandicapped
Handicapped
Both

5.3
llll 6.1

~

20

Figure 4.2
Percentage of Observed Time in Social Interaction
with Three Peer Choices
Fall 1980, Spring 1981
Fan 1980_

15

Social Behavior 14.1?
of Observed Time

20
—L.

Nonhandicapped (n=9)

iiiiiiiiiiiii«

Handicapped (n=9)
Social Behavior 11.9%
of Observed Time

Verbal Handicapped (n=6)
Social Behavior 14
of Observed Time

Spring 1981
15
_L_

Nonhandicapped (n=9)

10.3

Social Behavior 20.3
of Observed Time

Handicapped (n=10)

5.5

Social Behavior 12%
of Observed Time

Verbal Handicapped (n=7)
Social Behavior 15.3%
of Observed Time

***
|
IIIIIHII

Nonhandicapped
Handicapped
Both

*********

II'■»
h 7

7.0

20
-L
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In the spring of the year (1980) the nonhandicapped children
(NH) engaged in social interactive behavior 28% of their observed
time, spending 11.2% with other nonhandicapped children, 6.2% with
handicapped children, and 10.6% in a mixed group of handicapped and
nonhandicapped children. The group of handicapped children (H) showed
they socially interacted 12.6% of their observed time spending 5.8%
with nonhandicapped children, 3.3% with handicapped, and 3.5% in a
mixed grouping of handicapped and nonhandicapped children.

The group

of verbal handicapped (VH) children socially interacted 21.3% of the
time,

spending 9.9% with nonhandicapped children, 5.3% with

handicapped and 6.1% in a mixed grouping of handicapped and
nonhandicapped children.
The first school year both nonhandicapped and handicapped
children indicated a change over time in their involvement with
handicapped children.

The fall of the year the nonhandicapped child

was the preferred peer choice by both handicapped and nonhandicapped
children.

In the Spring 1980, there was more diverse distribution of

their behavior.

The handicapped children showed a marked increase in

engaging other handicapped children in social behavior, and there was
a sharp increase in observation of groups in which both handicapped
and nonhandicapped children were engaged.
of

social

This change in the object

interactive behavior indicates that, though the

nonhandicapped child remained the most frequently observed child
choice peer, the handicapped child particularly those with language
competence had become more fully integrated in the program as it
concerns childrens choice of playmates.
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Figure 4.2 illustrates the preferred child choice for Fall 1980
and Spring 1981.

These graphs illustrate that in the Fall 1980,

nonhandicapped children socially interacted 14.1% of their observed
time. Of this time, 7.3% was spent with other nonhandicapped children,
2.8% with handicapped chidren and 3.9% in a mixed grouping of
handicapped and nonhandicapped children.

The total grouping of

handicapped children socially interacted 11.9% of their observed time
and the verbal handicapped children spent 14% of their time in social
interaction.

Of this social

interactive time both groups of

handicapped children show near equal distribution of their time with
the three peer choices.

The handicapped group spent 4.2% with

nonhandicapped children, 3.9% with handicapped children and 3.6% in a
mixed grouping.

Verbal handicapped children spent 4.9% with

nonhandicapped children, 4.6% with handicapped children and 4.5% with
a mixed grouping of handicapped and nonhandicapped children.
In the Spring of the year, 1981, nonhandicapped children
socially interacted 20.3% of their observed time spending 10.3% with
other nonhandicapped children, 4.9% with handicapped children, and
5.2% with a mixed grouping of children.

The total group of

handicapped children spent 12% of their observed time socially
interacting; of this time 5.5% was with nonhandicapped children, 3.9%
with handicapped children, and 2.7% with a mixed grouping children.
The verbal handicapped children socially interacted 15.3% of their
observed time; spending 7% with nonhandicapped children, 4.9% with
handicapped children, and 3.7% with a mixed grouping of handicapped
and nonhandicapped children.
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The second school year the distribution of social interactive
behavior across the three peer choices is more equalized.

Though the

nonhandicapped child is the preferred peer choice involvement with
handicapped children and in the mixed grouping of handicapped and
nonhandicapped children is similar.

This pattern of peer choice seems

to indicate that the handicapped child was well blended in social
behavior following the initial observation in Fall 1979.
The reduction in social interaction from 1979-1980 to 1980-1981
must be noted, but cannot be explained.

There were changes in the

population of children among both typologies and a change in the
teaching staff such that the lead teacher was replaced.

Also, there

may have been changes in the curriculum too subtle to have been
detected by the observation process which may have influenced the
amount of social interaction.
In summary, across the four observation periods there seems to
be an indication that the handicapped child develops as a social
interaction partner.

This growth is illustrated by the amount of

observed time children spent in social interactions with handicapped
children.

Only in the first observation was the nonhandicapped

children overwhelming chosen as the preferred peer choice.

Following

this initial period, the handicapped child is shown involved as a
social partner approximately half of the observed social interactive
time by all groupings of children.

This growth seems to indicate that

the handicapped child is well accepted in the integrated classroom and
is not seen as a socially isolated child.
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Question Two
Are there significant differences in the interactions
patterns of handicapped and nonhandicapped children?
This question was analyzed by subjecting the social interactive
behaviors (those descripted in question one) of the nonhandicapped and
verbal handicapped children to statistical analysis to determine if
there is a significant difference in the patterns of child choice
between these two groups of children.

The nonverbal handicapped

children were excluded from analyses because of the divergent behavior
patterns realized in

analysis work done by Day

et al., (1979, 1981).

The data were analyzed by Hotellings T2, with significance
placed at p.05.

The analysis revealed no significant differences

between the two types of children,

nonhandicapped and verbal

handicapped in their peer choice across the four observation periods.
Tables 4.12,
statistical

4.13,

4.14, and 4.15 illustrate the results. This

analysis seem to suggest that there is no significant

difference between who verbally handicapped and nonhandicapped
children social

interaction patterns with in an integrated classroom

setting and that this pattern did not change over time.
Question Three
Is there a difference between handicapped and nonhandicapped
children in their group size preference? To what degree do
the handicapped and nonhandicapped children choose to be
alone, in a group of two to five children in a group of five
or more children, or with the total group.
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Table 4.12
Results of Hotelling's T-Square Analysis of Mean
Social Interactions of Verbal Handicapped
and Handicapped Children with Three Peer Choices
Fall 1979
Interaction
With

Nonhandicapped
Handicapped
Both

Nonhandicapped=9
Mean
S.D.

Verbal
Handicapped=6
Mean
S.D.

30.08

15.07

20.57

17.92

8.28

7.38

3.60

4.05

0

0

2.21

5.43

T2

Prob

.1946

Table 4.13
Results of Hotelling's T-Square Analysis of Mean
Social Interactions of Verbal Handicapped
and Handicapped Children with Three Peer Choices
Spring 1980
Interaction
With

Nonhandicapped
Handicapped
Both

Nonhandicapped=8
Mean
S.D.

Verbal
Handicapped=5
Mean
S.D.

17.70

10.07

12.94

8.91

9.13

7.83

10.82

3.80

17.64

13.58

9.36

6.15

T2

Prob

1.77

.70
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Table 4.14
Results of Hotelling's T-Square Analysis of Mean
Social Interactions of Verbal Handicapped
and Handicapped Children with Three Peer Choices
Fall 1980
Interaction
With

Nonhandicapped=8
Mean
S.D.

Verbal
Handicapped=7
Mean
S.D.

17.00

9.01

11.74

6.76

Handicapped

7.39

5.27

8.20

7.18

Both

9.11

9.53

4.91

5.95

Nonhandicapped

T?

prob

Table 4.15
Results of Hotelling's T-Square Analysis of Mean
Social Interactions of Verbal Handicapped
and Handicapped Children with Three Peer Choices
Spring 1981
Interaction
With

Nonhandicapped=8
Mean
S.D.

Verbal
Handicapped=7
Mean
S.D.

Nonhandicapped

9.73

13.60

6.20

6.73

Handicapped

3.59

5.01

6.16

5.71

Both

8.21

6.18

8.37

11.71

T2

Prob

1.37

.76
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In answering this question, handicapped children without
expressive language were excluded from the analysis.

The reason for

this was that the evaluation report (Day, Warner, Logue-Blair, 1981)
it was revealed that divergent behavior pattern of this group of
nonverbal handicapped (NVH) children set them apart from all other
children.
At each observation period children were coded as being alone,
in a group of two to five, five or more or being with the total group.
From this frequency count, the percentage for each grouping modality
was computed for the two types of children, nonhandicapped (NH) and
handicapped with expressive language (VH).

This percentage was

calculated by dividing the observed frequency for each of the four
modalities by the total number of observations by child type.

This

information is listed in Tables 4.16, 4.17, 4.18 and 4.19 (from Day et
al., 1981).

To determine if any differences existed, this information

was analyzed by a chi-square test using a two-by-four class tabulation
of group size by child type and reported by Day, Warner and
Logue-Blair (1981) as having a significant difference between the two
types of chidren in group size choice in each observation period:
Fall 1979,chi square = 22.97672, p .001; Spring 1980, chi square =
19.42588, p=.002; Fall 1980, chi square = 28.13966, p .001; and Spring
1981, p=.0136.
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Table 4.16
Group Size by Child Type
Fall 1979

Child Type

Child Size Group
2-5
More
Children
Than 5

Alone

Total
Class

NH

31a
9.6b

165
51.1

18
5.6

109
33.7

VH

50a
21.8b

79
34.5

17
7.4

83
36.2

Total

81
14.7

244
44.2

35
6.3

192
34.8

Chi square - 22.97672; 3 d.f.; p .0001,
^frequency count
percentage of observations by child
NH = Nonhandicapped
VH = Verbal Handicapped

552
100

»

Table 4.17
Group Size by Child Type
Spring 1980

Child Type

Child Size Group
2-5
More
Children
Than 5

Alone

Total
Class

NH

40a
12.9b

167
53.9

29
9.4

74
23.9

VH

42a t
24.7b

91
53.5

19
11.2

18
10.6

Total

82
17.1

258
53.7

48
10.0

92
19.2

^

w. . —

--

7

*

\

^frequency count
^percentage of observations by child type
NH = Nonhandicapped
VH = Verbal Handicapped
(From Day, Warner, & Logue-Blair, 1981.)

48
10
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Table 4.18
Group Size by Child Type
Fall 1980

Child Type

Alone

Child Size Group
2-5
More
Children
Than 5

Total
Class

NH

25a
7.1b

163
46.3

36
10.2

128
36.4

VH

53a
19.3b

120
43.6

10
3.6

92
33.5

Total

78
12.4

283
45.2

46
7.3

220
35.1

627
100

Chi square = 28.13966; 3 d.f.; p .0001.
^frequency count
percentage of observation by child type
NH = Nonhandicapped
VH = Verbal Handicapped
Table 4.19
Group Size by Child Type
Spring 1981

Child Type

Alone

Child Size Group
2-5
More
Than 5
Children

Total
Class

NH

42a
12.0b

161
46.1

33
9.5

113
32.4

VH

26a
9.8b

113
42.6

12
4.5

114
43.0

Total

68a .
11.lb

274
44.6

45
7.3

227
37

Chi square = 10.68602; 3 d.f.; p = .0136.
^frequency count
^percentage of observation by child type
NH = Nonhandicapped
VH = Verbal Handicapped
(From Day, Warner, & Logue-Blair, 1981.)
i

614
100%
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To illustrate the difference in group size choice by child type.
Figures 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6 show the percentage of observed time in
each group size for the two child types, nonhandicapped (NH) and
handicapped with language (VH).
Although significant differences for the two groups of children
was demonstrated by the analysis, it is interesting to note the
simi1iarities, as illustrated by the graphic presentation of the data.
In

the

Fall

1979,

the verbal handicapped children and the

nonhandicapped children showed similar profiles in the group size five
or more and total group, however, in the Spring of the year these two
types of children are almost exactly the same in their choosing to be
in a group of two to five, the verbal handicapped children (VH) are
observed in this group size 54% and the nonhandicapped 54%; and both
types of children showed a decrease in their involvement with the
total group, the nonhandicapped children. Fall 1979, 34%, Spring 1980,
24% and verbal handicapped children. Fall 1979, 36%, and Spring 1980,

11%.
In the Fall 1980, the two types of children again showed similar
profiles in their choosing to be in groups of two to five and total
group, this pattern continued in the Spring 1981 only in the group
size two to five.

In the Spring 1981 the verbal handicaoped children

showed a marked decrease in their choosing to be alone and an increase
in choosing to be in a total group.
The difference between the two groups of children seems to be in
their choice to be alone.

Three out of the four observation periods

verbal handicapped children are alone more often than nonhandicapped

Figure 4.3
Percent of Observations in Each Group Size
by Child Type
Fall 1979
60-

Nonhandicapped
Verbal Handicapped
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Figure 4.4

Percent of Observations

Percent of Observations in Each Group Size
by Child Type
Spring 1980

total
group
Nonhandicapped
Verbal Handicapped

90

Figure 4.5
Percent of Observations in Each Group Size
by Child Type
Fall 1980
60-#

Percent of Observations

50-

alone
Nonhandicapped
Verbal Handicapped

2-5

5 or more

total
group
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Figure 4.6
Percent of Observations in Each Group Size
by Child Type
Spring 1981
60-t

Percent of Observations

50-

40-

30-

Nonhandicapped
Verbal Handicapped

to
gr

Q)

5 or more

C

2-5

O

alone

C-+

20-

.
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children.

In all four observation periods the group size, two to five

children,

is preferred by both verbal handicapped children and

nonhandicapped children and the least chosen group was five or more
children.
Question Four
Is there a difference in the amount of social interaction
that handicapped and nonhandicapped children demonstrate in
the group size of two to five, five or more or total group?
This question examined the relationship between group size and
social interaction by analyzing the frequency of social interactive
behaviors as defined in Table 4.1 exclusive of adult interactions and
takes turns.

Only handicapped children with language (VH) were used

for this analysis.

The data were first analyzed by a repeated

measures design of group size by child type.

The analysis could not

be completed because the sample size was too small.

A t test was

completed to test if there were any significant differences between
the mean social

interactive behaviors of the two child types,

handicapped and verbal handicapped.

The t test result showed a

significant difference in only one group size. Fall 1980, group size
five or more children.

Tables 4.20 and 4.21 present the results of

the analysis.
Figures 4.7, 4.8, 4.9, and 4.10 graphically illustrate the two
groups of children, nonhandicapped (NH) and verbal handicapped (VH)
mean percent of social interactive behavior in the three group sizes
two to five children, five or more children, or total group.
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Table 4.20
Comparisons of Mean Percent of Social Interaction
in Three Group Sizes
Fall 1979

Group Size
2-5

Nonhandicapped (9)1
Mean
S.D.

Verbal Handicapped (6)
Mean
S.D.

t

53.630

19.023

32.390

26.201

1.827

5 or more

5.094

8.106

10.023

12.288

-1.095

Total Group

31.166

15.970

33.693

11.503

-.352

Spring 1980

Group Size

Nonhandicapped (9)
Mean
S.D.

Verbal Handicapped (6)
Mean
S.D.

t

53.487

13.200

54.181

18.603

.0606

5 or more

9.673

6.166

11.533

7.602

.4852

Total Group

23.616

15.920

14.024

9.438

1.3060

2-5

^Number of children.
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Table 4.21
Comparison of the Mean Percent of Social Interaction
in Three Group Sizes
Fall 1980

Group Size
2-5

Nonhandicapped (9)*
Mean
S.D.

Verbal Handicapped (7)
Mean
S.D.

t

46.566

10.194

41.695

19.428

.0649

5 or more

10.087

5.055

4.176

5.199

2.291*

Total Group

35.839

8.303

32.068

24.445

.435

Spring 1981

Group Size

Nonhandicapped (9)
Mean
S.D.

Verbal Handicapped (7)
Mean
S.D.

t

45.860

10.239

41.520

19.826

.5698

5 or more

9.312

7.772

4.622

4.215

1.4340

Total Group

32.011

10.064

44.153

20.693

1.5500

2-5

^Number of children.
*Significance of difference.
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Figure 4.7
Social Interaction in Three Group Sizes
Fall 1979

-s o

Verbal Handicapped

c cu

O c+

Mean Percent of Social Interaction

60,
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Figure 4.8
Social Interaction in Three Group Sizes
Spring 1980

Mean Percent of Social Interaction

60-

total
group
Nonhandicapped
Verbal Handicapped
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Figure 4.9
Social Interaction in Three Group Sizes
Fall 1980

Mean Percent of Social Interaction

60-

total
group
Nonhandicapped
=

Verbal Handicapped
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Figure 4.10
Social Interaction in Three Group Sizes
Spring 1981

60-i

Mean Percent of Social Interaction

50-

Verbal Handicapped
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The group size two to five children for both nonhandicapped and
verbal handicapped children seem to produce the most social
interactive behavior followed by the total grouping of children.

The

group size which elicited the least amount of social interactive
behavior was the group size of five or more children.

These findings

were consistant across the 4 observation periods. Of course, these
data reflect the grouping preferences as presented in the data from
question three.

The important datum seems to be that the behavior of

children were similar in proportion of social interaction and group
size preference.

Question Five
Is there a difference in activity/area use by child type?
This question analyzed the proportion of time each type of
child, handicapped with language (VH) handicapped without language
(NVH) and nonhandicapped (NH) spent in the following ten activity
areas:

large group,

snack,

art, free play,

quiet corner,

one-to-one/fantasy, book, gross motor, sensorial and block (see
Appendix B for activity/area description and intended use).
determine each type of child's participate

1

To

in the ten activity

areas, the percentage of time each child type was observed in an area
was calculated.

This was done by dividing the observed behaviors in

each activity area by total observations by child type.

100

At each observation time, the classroom activity/area was noted,
resulting in 547 recorded activity/area observations for Fall 1979;
610 for Spring 1980; 680 for Fall 1980; and 695 for Spring 1981.

This

analysis utilizes only ten activity/area. Tables 4.22, 4.23, 4.24, and
4.25 list the frequency and percentage of activity/area use by child
type, handicapped with language (VH), non-language handicapped (NVH)
and nonhandicapped (NH) for the four observation periods.

For clarity

and discussion this information is graphed in Figures 4.11, 4.12, 4.13
and 4.14.
The first observation period Fall 1979 shows the nonverbal
handicapped child (NVH) used the art area in a similar manner as the
nonhandicapped and verbal handicapped.

At this observation time the

quiet area, the one to one area, book corner and grossmotor area were
more frequently used by the nonverbal handicapped (NVH) child than the
other child types in the classroom.

Also at this observation period

the only marked difference in area use of verbal handicapped (VH) and
nonhandicapped (NH) children was the sensorial area.

The second

observation period. Spring 1980, the art area was again used much more
frequently by the nonverbal handicapped child (NVH) than the other two
types of children. Another noted difference in this observation period
is the use of the gross motor area by the nonhandicapped child while
very limited use by the verbal handicapped (VH) and nonverbal
handicapped (NVH) child.

The large group meeting shows near equal use

by the three types of children.
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Figure 4.11

Classroom Activity/Areas

Percent of Observations in Activity/Area
by Child Type
Fall 1979

Nonhandicapped (n=9)
Verbal Handicapped (n=6)
twm' Nonverbal Handicapped (n=4)
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Figure 4.12
Percent of Observations in Activity/Area
by Child Type
Spring 1980
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Figure 4.13

Classroom Activity/Areas

Percent of Observations in Activity/Area
by Child Type
Fall 1980

■

Nonhandicapped (n=9)
Verbal Handicapped (n=7)
Nonverbal Handicapped (n=2)
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Figure 4.14

Classroom Activity/Areas

Percent of Observations in Activity/Area
by Child Type
Spring 1981

Nonhandicapped (n=9)
Verbal Handicapped (n=7)
Nonverbal Handicapped (n=2)
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The second year activity/area observations of the children,
again show the verbal handicapped and nonhandicapped child with
similar patterns of activity/area use.

During the Fall 1980, the

nonverbal handicapped child (NVH) used the sensorial and free play
area with much greater frequency than the other two types of children.
During the Spring observation period the use of free play area
continued to be used by the nonverbal handicapped child (NVH) while
limited use of this area is recorded for the verbal handicapped (VH)
and nonhandicapped child.

Another difference in area use was the

quiet corner, the nonverbal handicapped child is seen more frequently
in this area than the verbal handicapped or nonhandicapped child. The
snack and large group meeting areas remain frequently used by all
three types of children.
The tables and graphs just presented suggest rather strongly
that the nonhandicapped children and the verbal handicapped children,
with few exception, made similar use of the classroom environment.

On

the other hand, the nonverbal handicapped children use of the learning
area was quite different.

Needless to say, the small number of

children in this latter typology requires careful and caution
interpretation of the data.
Question Six
Is there a difference in the amount of social interactions
that occur in the ten activity/areas of the classroom?

no
This question addressed the amount of social interactive
behavior for each child type, handicapped with expressive language
(VH) handicapped without expressive language (NVH) and nonhandicapped
(NH) to determine if an area use seem to influence interactions and
whether a pattern existed across child types.

All the behaviors

listed in Table 4.1, Social Interactive Behaviors were included in
this analysis. The activity areas studied were! large group, snack,
art, free play, quite corner, one to one/fantasy, book, gross motor,
sensorial and block.
The frequency of social interactive behavior for each child
type, verbal handicapped (VH), nonverbal handicapped (NVH), and
nonhandicapped (NH) was obtained.
list this information.

Tables 4.26, 4.27, 4.28, and 4.29

From these percentages of social interaction

in each activity for each child type was calculated.
percentages are graphed in Figures 4.15, 4.16, 4.17 and 4.18.

These
This

information revealed that in the first observation period Fall 1979,
the large group meeting area showed high degrees of social interactive
behavior for all three types of children, and the art and sensorial
areas for the verbal handicapped (VH) and nonhandicapped (NH) children
showed high concentration of social interactive behavior Also, the
block area showed 16.6^ social interaction for the nonverbal
handicapped while only 8.9% for verbal handicapped and 6.9% for the
nonhandicapped.

The snack area shows moderate social interactions for

the verbal handicapped and nonhandicapped while no social interactive
behavior for the nonverbal handicapped.
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Figure 4.15
Social Interaction in Activity/Areas
Fall 1979
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Figure 4.16

Classroom Activity/Areas

Social Interaction in Activity/Areas
Spring 1980

Nonhandicapped (n=8)
Verbal Handicapped (n=5)
Nonverbal Handicapped (n=4)
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Figure 4.17

Classroom Activity/Areas

Social Interaction in Activity/Areas
Fall 1980

Nonhandicapped (n-9)
Verbal Handicapped (n=7)
Nonverbal Handicapped (n=2)
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Figure 4.18

Classroom Activity/Areas

Social Interaction in Activity/Areas
Spring 1981

Nonhandicapped (n=9)

■

Verbal Handicapped (n=7)
Nonverbal Handicapped (n-3)
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In the Spring of the first observation year, 1980, the large
group meeting area again shows most social interactive behavior for
the nonhandicapped and verbal handicapped but not for the nonverbal
handicapped.
social

This observation the art area was most utilized for

interactions for this child type.

Additionally a marked

decrease in observed social interactive behavior for this child type
is recorded for the Spring observation with seven areas showing no
social

interactive behaviors.

remaining two observations.

This pattern continues for the

The verbal handicapped and nonhandicapped

child show similar use of the snack, art block and free play areas,
while showing some differences in their use of the sensorial, gross
motor, large group meeting and fantasy areas.
The second observation year. Fall 1980 and Spring 1981, data
collection shows the large group meeting and art and snack areas
having high degrees of social interaction for the verbal handicapped
(VH)

and nonhandicapped (NH) children.

In the Fall of 1980 the

nonhandicapped child socially interacted more in the book area and
block area while the verbal handicapped child shows greater social
interaction in the fantasy area and gross motor.

The Spring 1981

observation shows more equal distribution of social interaction
behaviors between the verbal handicapped (VH) and nonhandicapped (NH).
This period the areas that elicited most social interactive behavior
were the large group meeting, snack, and art area though these areas
were high in social interaction, the percentage of observed behaviors
shows some degree of variance.

In these last observation periods, the
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nonverbal handicapped (NVH) child's social interactive behavior
profile is so limited that no comment can be made.
In general, the large group meeting, art and snack seems to
produce the most social interactive behavior, however, there seems to
be no clear indications of patterns of social interaction and activity
area across child types.

CHAPTER

V

DISCUSSION

Review of the Study

This study has analyzed the social interactive behaviors of
handicapped and nonhandicapped children in an integrated environment.
The prime purpose was to assess similarities and/or differences in the
interaction patterns of the two child types; a secondary, but
important goal was to see if a relationship existed between the social
interactive behavior patterns of the children and selected
environmental factors.

To achieve these goals, 27 children, 14

handicapped and 13 nonhandicapped were observed over a two year period
of time as they completed the routines of a preschool program.

The

preschool. Side by Side, was a model demonstration project funded by
the Handicapped Children's Early Education Program of the Office of
Special Education United States Department of Education.
The children's behavior was recorded using a naturalistic
observation instrument, the Behavior Checklist of Child Environment
Interaction (Day et al., 1978) which was designed to record aspects of
children's behavior in the daily routine of the classroom.
behaviors that were used

for this study were those
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The

that demonstrated
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incidences of interaction between handicapped and nonhandicapped
children.

In the two year period of time, 2600 observations of

children's behavior were recorded.

The social interactive data were

analyzed in terms of who children interacted with most commonly in a
setting when the three peer choices were: handicapped children,
nonhandicapped children, and a mixed grouping of handicapped and
nonhandicapped children.

Analyses were also completed regarding the

group size that interactions occurred in and the activity/area where
interactions were observed.
It was hoped that this study would generate information that
could be used in clarifying the conflicting, and equivocal results
that have eminated from studying integrated educational programs.
Researchers, Guralnick (1979), Dunlop, Stoneman and Cantrell (1980),
and Peterson and Haralick (1979) continually state the need to clarify
the many and complex variables that affect young children's behavior
in integrated settings.

These researchers emphasize that through

continued study of the salient features of the child's behavior and
classroom setting we can hope to formulate clearer patterns of social
interaction and thus design a comprehensive curriculum for integrated
preschools.

The result of such continued research should ultimately

reveal some common threads of behavior patterns among handicapped and
nonhandicapped children (Guralnick, 1979).

Discussion
There has been limited attention given in the research of young
handicapped and nonhandicapped children to the identification of
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patterns of interactive behavior and the environmental factors that
might effect such interaction (Paterson & Haralick, 1979).

It was

felt that this study could contribute some of the needed data by
describing the social

interaction patterns of handicapped and

nonhandicapped preschoolers and by identifying some of the critical
factors effecting such interaction.

The first two research questions

were concerned with whom handicapped and nonhandicapped children most
commonly interact with in a classroom setting.
During the first observation period the nonhandicapped child was
overwhelmingly chosen as the preferred peer.

However, over the

program year there was a decrease for each child type in the
proportion of social interactions with nonhandicapped children. There
was more social interactions with handicapped children and the mixed
grouping of handicapped and nonhandicapped children and the
nonhandicapped child was only slightly preferred above the handicapped
or mixed grouping.
This increase in social interaction with handicapped children
was shown in two ways.

The nonhandicapped children interacted more

frequently with handicapped when the handicapped child was in a mixed
grouping of handicapped and nonhandicapped chidren.

The tendency to

interact with the handicapped child in this forum might be related to
the activities that children were involved with in a mixed setting.
In mixed groupings, children's activities usually centered around
activities

appropriate to the interest and ability of the

nonhandicapped child.

The nonhandicapped child could be seen as the

leader

and

or

the

model,

thus

be

a

source

of attraction.
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The handicapped child's increased involvement with other
handicapped children showed more equal distribution; their involvement
increased both individually with handicapped children and in a mixed
grouping.

This change in social interactions over time seemed to

indicate that the handicapped child was more readily accepted or
sought out as a social interactive partner.
During the third observation period. Fall 1980, handicapped and
nonh and icappe'd children started the year with a more equal
distribution of social interactions across the three peer choices.
This pattern is quite dissimilar to the Fall 1979 observation period.
The change in patterning could be related to the following factors:
there was a sharp decrease in the percentage of social interactions
for the nonhandicapped children; approximately half of the children
had had experience in the integrated classroom the previous year;
there was a carry-over of staff from the previous year; and new
children were added to the program.

Half of the children's

involvement in an integrated setting the previous year could account
for the more equal distribution of interactions across the peer choice
because they were familiar with the handicapped children, felt
comfortable and involved with them and thus set the stage for the new
children

in the program.

behavior for social

The new children then, had models of

interactions that naturally included the

handicapped child and they patterned their involvement accordingly.
All children's involvement in the program seemed to be more easily
blended which could account for a more equalization of distribution of
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social

interactions.

Though there was a new head teacher, the

majority of the staff were the same and this continuity and support of
a similar approach to children's behavior may have contributed to
insuring that the previous years experiences of involvement and
interaction were reinforced.
However the Spring observation shows a slight increase by both
types of children in choosing the nonhandicapped child as the
preferred peer to interact with.

This change is opposite to that

experienced the first year and poses a need for investigation.
Possible speculation for this change of invovlement could be
attributed to the differences in personalities in the classroom.
Teachers reported that nonhandicapped children were very active which
might have added to their attractiveness as social interactive
partners.

Other possible explanations are the age and sex differences

between the two observation years.

The first observation year there

were five, three year olds and four, four year olds; the second year
there were only three, three year olds and six, four year olds.

The

difference in age composition of the classroom could have resulted in
different socialization patterns, for researchers have noted a
tendency for younger children to show less differentiation to children
with disabilities (Kennedy & Briuinks, 1974).

Also the second year

child population had more boys than girls, another factor that might
have had an effect on the socialization pattern.

Finally, a

difference in the head teacher could have produced some programmatic
changes over the course of the year that affected the integration of
the children.

126

Though who children choose to interact with did not present a
consistent pattern during the two observation years, nonhandicapped
and verbal handicapped children's group profile across the four
observation periods were similar and there was more equalization
between handicapped and nonhandicapped children following the initial
observation. What this tends to suggest is that whatever the reasons
were for causing the difference between the two observation years, the
nonhandicapped child and the verbal handicapped child reacted to these
situations in a similar manner.
In viewing the graphic presentations of the data, the verbal
handicapped and nonhandicapped children show very similar patterns of
preferred peer choice, indicating that they have similar patterns of
social

interactive behavior.

A statistical analyses of this

information revealed no significant differences between these two
groups of children.
(1981),

This finding supports the work of Day et al.

and Guralnick (1980) in which they report very similar

patterns of behavior between these two types of children.

The

grouping, handicapped children, social interactive behavior pattern
was not subjected to statistical analysis because it was discovered
that the behaviors of the nonverbal handicapped child skewed the mean
percentages for this group so that analysis was not reliable.
Further inspection of the results of the social interactive
behavior patterns show that, except for the first observation period,
approximately half of the observed social interactions for each child
type occurred with a handicapped child or a mixed grouping of
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handicapped and nonhandicapped children.
the social

In reviewing the results of

interactions between handicapped and nonhandicapped

children this study supports the findings of Paterson and Haralick,
(1979), Guralnick (1980), Ipsa and Matz (1978); Matz (1981) and
Dunlap, Stoneman and Cantrell (1980) in which these researchers
reported

substantial

levels of social

interaction between

nonhandicapped children and handicapped children without severe
delays.

These studies seem to indicate that integrated classrooms do

provide an appropriate environment for children to interact with each
other.
The remaining research questions investigated group size and
activity/area use by handicapped and nonhandicapped children.

In

general findings concerning these two environmental factors produced
mixed results.

In studying group size, nonhandicapped and verbal

handicapped children showed a significant difference in group size
preference; verbal handicapped children chose to be alone more than
the nonhandicapped children. This difference could be related to the
handicapped child's lack of social experiences with other children,
resulting in less advanced social skills and less confidence in using
the skills he/she had.

Initially, handicapped children seem to

observe other children to a greater degree, while the nonhandicapped
children seem to be more skilled and confident in their social skills.
The first observation period. Fall 1979, group size two to five
showed different participation between nonhandicapped and verbal
handicapped while total group participation is quite similar; however.
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this changed over the program year.

In the Spring 1980 observation

period, both nonhandicapped and verbal handicapped children were
observed more frequently in group size two to five, than in the total
group.

This change might be related to emphasis being placed on

social

interactions among children rather than teacher directed

activities so there were less observations of children in large group
teacher directed activities.

The near equal distribution of observed

behaviors in group size two to five is interesting.

Following the

first observation period, this group size shows handicapped and
nonhandicapped children with similar involvement.
The difference in group size participation between handicapped
and nonhandicapped children is an interesting phenomenon.

The data in

this study cannot determine why these two types of children made these
different choices, however, it is an important factor for further
investigation.
Distribution of social interaction within the group sizes two to
five, five or more and the entire class tended to be similar between
nonhandicapped and verbal handicapped.

Analysis shows significant

difference in only one group size. It was interesting and important to
discover that for both groups of children, the group size two to five
seemed to be most conducive of social interactive behavior.

Children

seemed to feel comfortable and secure to be in the company of a small
number of children.

The classroom environment also fostered the

clustering of children into this group size.

Art activities, the

settings of tables and chairs, and fine motor activities fostered this
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sized group participation.

The group size two to five offered

socialization without disruption and children's use of the environment
seemed to validate this.
Social interactions were also seen frequently in total group
activities; these interactions were much more teacher directed, with
encouragement, direction and guidance given to foster interaction.
The group size five or more did not elicit much social interaction.
Children were not observed very frequently in this group and when they
were children were probably involved in parallel rather than
interactive play.
In

activity/area choices the verbal handicapped and

nonhandicapped children made use of the environment in about the same
way.

Analysis of activity/area use revealed that each of the two

types of children spent nearly the same proportion of time in each
area (Day et al., 1981).

The most frequently used areas were those

with the highest degree of teacher directing large group meeting,
snack and art.

However, even when the children had free choice in

selecting an activity or learning area, the patterns of use were quite
alike.

However, such was not the case for nonverbal handicapped

children.

Their use of the environment was inconsistent.

There were

no clear indication of preferred area use, even when teachers were
leading the activities.
The environment of the preschool was designed so that particular
activities and learning areas would be expected to provoke social
interaction to a greater degree than others.

For example, at the Side

lX
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By Side School, the large group meeting, the art and snack activity
were scheduled and directed by the staff so as to foster a high amount
of interactive behavior.

As it turned out, these areas did show

substantial social interaction.
In assessing the three areas that produced most social
interactive behavior, a common feature in all three areas was the role
of the adult.
present.

In all three of these areas an adult or adults were

Their behavior and involvement in the activities varied but

their presence was constant.

In the large group meeting area the

adults role was most often directive; the adult would lead an activity
and elicit participation from children, encourage interaction and
actually set-up situations in which handicapped and nonhandicapped
children would work together.
encourage social

The program design for this area was to

interaction, stimulate actitivy, and model

cooperative social responses.

The high involvement of social

interactive behavior by the children in this area suggested that the
goal was achieved.

The other two areas of highest social interations,

snack and art, the adult's role was different.

Adult participation

with children in these areas was in the manner of supporting
interchanges, asking questions, pointing out other children's behavior
or activity, e.g., "Bruce and Sally are working together so nicely,
John's painting has many beautiful colors.
Mark?" -- In this manner

Would you like to see it

exchange, involvement, and interaction were

encouraged and the teacher modeled the appropriate social exchanges.
During snack, groups of children were involved in the process of
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preparing, serving and cleaning up so social exchanges were related to
the activity.

During snack children clustered in groups and

conversation flowed.

Adults again joined in on the activity and

supported the natural process.
The fantasy area was designed to facilitate spontaneous adult
free

social

interactive behavior between handicapped and

nonhandicapped children but this did not happen.

Children were not

frequently involved in this area, nor did it foster social
interactions. The adult absence in this area could have contributed to
its sparse use or it could have been due to a lack of interest on the
children's part.

This area revealed a great discrepancy between

expected behavior and observed behavior, a factor that needs further
investigation.
The data revealed that the nonhandicapped and verbal handicapped
children's social
activity/areas.

interaction profiles were similar, in the

The nonverbal handicapped child showed very limited

social interaction and these behaviors were scattered inconsistently
across areas and were not similar to the other two groups of children.
In summary, in trying to assess the degree and format of the
social

interactive behaviors of handicapped and nonhandicapped

children the data revealed: that nonhandicapped and verbal
handicapped children were not dissimilar in their patterns of child
preference for social interaction, that they socially interacted in
group sizes two to five, and total class in similar way; that they
used the activity areas of the classroom in a similar manner and their
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social interaction in their activity areas showed no great variance.
However, these two types of children showed a difference in the group
size preference.

The nonverbal handicapped child behavior was

analomalous and inconsistant. Generalizations and patterns of this
child's behavior could not be formulated and a definite need for
further investigation was documented.

Summary of the Findings
This study found that
1.

There was a considerable level of social interaction between
handicapped and nonhandicapped children, and the degree of
social interaction was more closely related to the child's
verbal

and social skills than physical disability or

retardation.
2.

In an integrated classroom verbally skilled handicapped
children showed social interactive patterns similar to
nonhandicapped children.

They choose similar peers to

interact with, they used activity areas in a similar manner
and they socially interacted in these areas in a similar
manner.
3.

Verbally handicapped and nonhandicapped children showed some
difference in group size choice, however, within the group
size they socially interacted in somewhat of a similar
fashion.
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4.

Verbal handicapped children and nonhandicapped showed some
similar use of activity/area and similar patterns of social
interaction in these areas.

Nonverbal children showed

inconsistent activity/area use and very limited social
interaction in the activity/areas.
5.

The behavior patterns of the nonverbal handicapped child was
quite different from both verbal handicapped children and
nonhandicapped children.

6.

The integrated classroom environment seems to support
interaction between handicapped and nonhandicapped children
and therefore seems to be an environment where children
model, imitate and reinforce each other's behavior.

In conclusion, nonhandicapped and verbal handicapped children
show clear indication that they are effectively socially integrated
and can benefit from experience and exposure that the integrated
classroom provides.

The nonverbal handicapped child's behavior is

more difficult to assess and therefore it is hard to objectively
verify the benefits of an integrated environment. However, this
research study does not mean to imply that benefit is not gained.

It

only can state that more intensive, detailed and systematic assessment
of this population is needed in order to assess the potential
developmental impact.
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Recommendations
Since patterns of some specific behaviors of children in
integrated settings are emerging, the following recommendations might
warrant consideration in replication and extension of this study.
1.

Observe children during a prescribed time period so there
would be consistency across studies.

2.

Develop more precise discriptions of social interactive
behavior of the nonverbal handicapped child in order to
assess their behavior more clearly.

3.

Study the role of the teacher as it effects the development
of social interactions in order to understand the effect
this role has on the quantity and quality of interactions.

4.

Conduct follow up studies on the nonhandicapped child's
acceptance or rejections of disabled children to understand
the effectiveness of the early integrated setting.

5.

Conduct follow up studies on the integration of handicapped
children in elementary school years to discover how well
they are mainstreamed.

6.

Replicate the study of group size choice of handicapped and
nonhandicapped children to see if the pattern in this study
reoccurs.

7.

Replicate the study of activity/area use to try to assess
patterns of choice.

8.

Try to assess the effect of various developmental levels on
the social behavior of handicapped and nonhandicapped
children.
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9.

Try to assess the characteristics of nonhandicapped children
that can help determine which children would be good role
models.

A final recommendation is to continue the programming of
handicapped and nonhandicapped preschoolers in integrated settings in
order that we as researchers and children as students can learn more
Side By Side.
In summation this study has provided some important and
interesting evidence about handicapped and nonhandicapped children's
behavior in an integrated setting.

There is some evidence that can be

used to support the continuation of such integrated programming, some
evidence that adds to the confusion that surrounds integrated
programming, and some evidence that could be interrupted as adding
impetus for the seclusion of the more severely disabled child from the
integrated environment.
addressed.

It is this last issue that I feel needs to be

It seems clear to me after having experienced and

participated in the Side By Side Program that the actual learning and
development that occurred for the severely handicapped child was not
reflected by the evidence gathered. There still seems to be a gap in
our knowledge as educators to truly understand the severely disabled
child.

This child's performance and behavior is atypical to our

general frame of reference.

I would continue to caution the exclusion

of such children from programming that has shown to be both helpful
and productive for both nonhandicapped and less severely disabled
children and urge further study of the nonverbal child's behavior.
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Selma Frieberg (1950) reported that in her initial studies with blind
children their very atypical responses and behavior presented a very
confusing picture to researchers.

She later discovered in blind

children a large vocabulary of expressive behaviors that she did not
initially see.

What was missed, Selma Frieberg taught us, were the

signs and signals that provide the most elementary and vital sense of
discourse long before words have meaning (p. 95).

I believe there are

extensive, expressive and responsive behaviors that are masked,
clouded and distorted in the nonverbal handicapped child that needs
intensive, systematic assessment in order to predict the potential
impact of integrating nonverbal children at the preschool level.
In my years of experience at Side By Side, I was continually
awed by potentials I saw developed and by the developing sensitivity
and insight of the children in regard to handicaps.

Much of this is

the "art" of education that as yet is not translated into a
statistical analysis format.
As a society that is trying to move toward a more human
inclusion of persons with differences and disabilities, it is
imperative that research and programming continue in environments that
include handicapped and nonhandicapped children and exclusion of
individuals not be based on assessments that do not capture the
totality of the human potential.
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APPENDIX A
CLASSROOM MAPS FOR
Fall 1979, Spring 1980
Fall 1980, Spring 1981
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ACTIVITY/AREA DESCRIPTION SHEETS
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Fall,1979
ACTIVITY/AREA DESCRIPTION
Activity/area:
0.

Free Play

Location: (w/sketch, names of
adjacent areaa)
Free Play is designated as the
code assigned to a child who is
not involved in any particular area.
No of children at one time;

Small

number

(2-3)

Adult role(s):

Purpose (or child development
goals):

,

1) To provide each child with a sense
of welcome, importance, reassurance
in separating from parents
2) To focus children (help them to focus)

Absent;*} Observing; Participai|ing3) To help children carry through on
maintaining the environment

Child role(s) :

Child may be arriving, leaving,
or in the process of deciding
on a particular area of interest.

4) To develop independence
5) To promote verbal interaction
6) To develop social skills

Materials available to children:

No special materials.

Equipment:
The hallway at the entrance of
the room is lined with coat hooks.

Display of equipment and materials:

Time of activity/area:
During transition times, after
group meetings, while getting
ready to "n outside, etc.
David E. Day
September 1978

Behavior Check List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):

Children would be seen choosing materials,
interacting with other children and
adults verbally, focusing on task,
maintaining the environment, and respect¬
ing the physical space of others.

Pall 1979
ACTIVITY/AREA DESCRIPTION
Activity/area:

1. Quiet Corner Area

Location: (w/sketch, names of
adjeccnt arena)
M 14
Quiet Area

1

Sensorial Area

! One-To-Cne__

Purpose (or child development
goals) :

To promote independence

No of children at one time;

To encourage calmess and rest

Adult role(s):

To provide a ple.ee to be alone

1-2 comfortably

Observes, Assists
Heads to child

Child role(s): ,.:ay be nlone>

rents, reads, whispers-talks

To encourage helping & sharing
To provide a place fer iritatio
and copying behaviors

Materials available to children:

stuffed aninals
dolls

Equipment:

Mattress
Pillows
Blanket
Shelf

Display of equipment and materials:

Mattress, Pillows, and
blanket on floor. Stuffed
animals and dolls on low
shelf.

Time of activity/area:

Accessible to children at
all tir.es except curinr
grour:
11:^C-12 noor.
David E. Day
September 1978

Behavior Check List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):

TASK r.TVCLViriKT
.-.UCCKCM.Y
VERBAL IKTIKACTIC::
Responds to C/A
Speaks to Self
MJvTERIALS
Uses
Combines
CCKSIDERAUICK
Cbserves
Respects Physical Space
Shares
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Fall 1979

ACTIVITY/AREA DESCRIPTION
Activity/area:

2. Cne to Cne Area

Location: (v/sketch, names of
adjacent areas)

Cuiet Area

Purpose (or child development
goals):
>

One-To-One ^
3ooks_
No of children at one time;

_1 or 2_
Adult role(6):

«■.

Child rolc(s):

„

v '
Observe,
facilitate, direct
.explore,
try new tasks, participate

To provide a low stimulation area
for increasing concentration
To provide a-'propriete tasks for
ench child at his or her own
developmental level
To improve concentration
To develop self-discipline
To purposefully control L direct
body and hand movements

Materials available to children:

busy box
stuffed animals
mobiles
crank toys
push & pull toys
also materials may be brought
hero from other areas of
tbr>

To explore the materials
To see cause & effect relation
To increase attention span

flngernfr.

Equipment:

low shelves

Display of equipment and materials:

materials displayed on low
shelves

Belfavior Check List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):

TASK INVCLVETIEKT
Focuses on task
Resolves problem
Completes task
COOPERATION
Involved C/A
MATERIALS
Incorporates

Time of activity/arca:

9:20 - 11:40 a.n.

David E. Day
September 1978

:i
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Fall 1979

ACTIVITY/AREA DESCRIPTION
Actlvlty/area:

3» 3ook Area

Location: (w/sketch, names of
adjacent areas)

\
/

One-To-One^
Book
Area

Purpose (or child development
goals):

fo enhance language & speech

Blocks

No of children at one time;

Kn

n*'

Adult role(s):

Observes; Directs- all medic
Participates_
Child rolc(s):

Heads - Explores books
Listens
Looks at pictures of selves
Talks; laughs
Materials available to children:

To encourage love of books
‘

To provide quiet activity
To explore feelings and stimulate
conversation
To develop sensitivity to handi¬
capping conditions
To enjoy visual aspect of books
To prepare to read/reading

^8 books
6 records
Fish tank
Basket of animals
tissues

Equipment:

4 shelves
Rug
Record Player
Tape recorder
Slide projector
Display of equipment and materials:

The
all
and
top

books are laid flat on
4 shelves. Fish tank
record player are on
of shelves.

Time of activity/arcn:

Children r.ay use the book
area as outlined above at
ar.y- time except group ti-.c.
David E. Day
September 1978

Be’havlor Check List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):

TASK INVOLVEMENT
Focuses on Task
Resolves Problem
Completes task
VERBAL INTERACTION
MATERIALS
Uses
Combines

re:-.dir.
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Fall 1979
ACTIVITY/AREA DESCRIPTION
Activity/area:

•

“

--

4, Large Group Meeting

ton: (w/sketch, names of
adjacent orcao)

One-To-One /
Larpe
Group

Bloc^s
-r-

No of children at one time;

.v/hoio rrouo
Adult role(s):
v >' direct, Observe,
Participate
Chi Id role(s) :

•

.

v ’
participate,
observe, learn, play, work,
experiment.

Purpose (or child development
goals):

^Verbal inter '.cticn
.Social inter action
•Verbel expre ssion
Stimulated a ctivitios
Respond to t eacher directed
activitie s in Q.rcun settir.,p
Boa;*' express ion ar.d control i~
response to musical directic:
Cooperative social resuonses

Materials available to children*

Rhythm instruments - riven’out
at teacher's discretion.
6 records - played at
teacher's discretion.

Equipmept:

Record Plover

Behavior Cheek List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):

COOPERATION
CCNSI DERATI CK
Display of equipment and materials:

Low open shelf
Carpet on floor

VERBAL INTERACTION
Talks with C/A
Recuests Info. C/A
Responds to C/A
Talks to self
MATERIALS
Uses
Combines

Time of activity/area:

9 a.n. to 9:15 or 9:20 a.n.
& 11:40 c.m. to 12 noon
David E. Day
September 1978

IiAINTENANCE
Takes responsibility
Volunteers
Helps Adult
CONSIDERATION
Observes
Respects Physical Space
Shores
Helps /Sympathy
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Fall 1979
ACT1V1TY/A REA DESCRIPTION
Activity/arca

:5. Gross Motor Area

Location: (u/skctch, names of
adjacent areaa^^SXIT

\
Blocks

Gross

Ha. 2

Kot°r

Purpose (or child development
goals):

To promote large rauscle develc; r.

No of children at one time;'

To promote coordination

Adult rolc(c):

To encouroge body movement

Observes
Chi Id* role(s) :

Active participation with
bodily involvement
Socializes

To encourage socialization th' u
eye contact, body contact, : ..d
children talking together
To learn cooperation by takin.
turns

Materials available to children:

Equipment:

Small slide
Ivooden Rocking Boat
3 interlocking plastic arcs

Display of equipment and materials:

On floor with enough room
to walk around it.

Time of activity/area :

Anytime except during circlcend snack.

David E. Day
September 1978

Behavior Cheek List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):

TASK II'TVCLVIT.ZrT
Focuses on Task
Resolves problem
Completes task
COOPERATION
Seeks participation C
Involved C
•Accents Request C/A
Takes turns
CONSIDERATION
Resrects physical space
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Fall 1979
activity/area description

6. Sensorial Area
Location: (v/sketch, names of
adjacent areas)

C«.uiet
Sensorial I
Next
Area
1--—--Room
_Space_Exit
No of children at one time;

-L=2_

Purpose (or child development
goals):

To develop snail muscle control
through fine motor exercises
To develop eye-hand coordination
through manipulation of materials

Adult role(s):-

Teacher, Facilitater

To develop social skills thro-, "h
interaction with others

Chi Id role(s):

Explore materials (listen,
touch, manipulate)
Replace materials
Work in small group or alone

To develop self discipline
To develop independence
To develop visual discrimination

Materials available to children:

Knobless cylinders
Beads
Color tablets
Matching exercises
Puzzles
Lotto
Spindle boxes
-£jrnr:~--ner
Equipment:

To enhance auditory discrimin

To develop, perceptual nw&rcro. :■
To learn how to cooperate
To develop creativity

no-era Is_

Tables
Chairs
Shelves

Behavior Check List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):

TASK I-r/C-LVETjETT
CCCr&KiVTICiT
Display of equipment and materials:

Low shelves

AUTCKCKY

VLP.3AL IITTZRACTIC!-*
MATERIALS

cc::c:zzz,.:tcit
Time of activity/arca :

9:20 - 11:40 a.m.

David E. Day
September 1978

_icr.
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Fall I979
ACTIVITT/AR£A DESCRIPTION
Actlvity/nrea:

7» Block Area
Location: (w/sketch, names of
adjacent areas)

One-to-Cne^/
Books

,

. Bloc’A

EW&S

Gross Koto

No of children at one time;'

4 comfortao lv
Adult role(s):

Observe, Assist
Chi Id role(s): _

.'uild, measure,
fantasy play, talk, explore,
laugh, giggle, clean up.

Purpose (or child development
goals):

To provide a place for social ir.
action
To promote sharing
To develop visual discrimination
seeing the differences in sir.c..
and shapes and their relations
to one another
To encourage creativity
To combine f. associate different
mater:.' Is ir. the area

Materials available to children:

Unit blocks, small train set,
road signs, pliable doll family
wooden trucks U cars, red reds,
brov;n stair, pink tower, doll
house furniture.

To develop eye-hand coordination
To encourage' imitation, dr.•■.metic
play, role modeling
To learr. to re- lc.ce materials

Equipment:

1 shelf
1 rug
doll house

Behavior Check List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):

TASK irVOLVSEHTT
CGCf TR.'.TICII
Display of equipment and materials:

Shelf & floor

V£?.3,iL i::TZ?f.CTic::
MAT33IALS
Incorporates
Combines
KAIITTZKAITCE
COKSI DEPT .TICK

Time of activity/area:

°i?.C - 11:40 a.m.

David E. Day
September 1978
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Fall 1979
ACTIV1TY/ARJEA DESCRIPTION
Activity/orca: _

*

•

P

,

8.snack

Location: (w/skctch, names of
adjacent areas)_

Purpose (or child development
goals):

Storage

Rm. *\
^

Snack

No of children at one time;

whole rroun
Adult role(s):

Observer.; Directs
Parti cd ~r.tes
Chi Id rolc(s) :

Sits; Observes silence
-oats snack
Socialises
Takes care of cup £. napkin
when finished
Materials available to children:

Cups
Bowls
Food

Equipment:

2 tables
chairs
Shelf

Display of equipment and materials:
A snail shelf with snack

items is located next tc
the sink.
The wastebasket
is near the door leading
into the main classroom.

To encourcfe social interaction
To elicit spontaneous speech
To learn or ir.prove feeding ski.1?
To learn organization £•: clean up
habits
To provide nourishnent
To learn hypicne as it applies
handline food
To cive children pleasure
To encouraf.c r.cdelinf
To answer cuestions in a cocp
(rroup situation
To develop attention span (i
observe moment of silence)
Behavior Check List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):

TASK IUVCL7EKEKT
Focuses on Task
Resolves i'roblen
Completes Task
VERBAL INTERACTICK
Talks with C/A
Eecuests information C/A
Responds to C/A
KATEKIALS
Uses

Time of activity/area:

Approximately 10:JO - 10:45

David E. Day
September 1978

i<TEi«
Takes responsibility
Volunteers
Helps Adult
Waits

t
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. Fall 1979
activity/area description
Activity/area : _

,

9» Arts and Crafts

Location; (v/skctch, names of

storafre
Rn. 2

Rn. 1

v/1

Cross no to if

Arts & Crafts

No of children at one time;
Table - ^ easel - B
Adult role(s):

Observe

L

Participate

Chi id rolc(s) :

work, play, enjoy, learn,
teach, experiment, explore,
expand, firrfle, have fun.

Purpose (or child development
goals):

Independence
Eye-hand coordination
Verbal interaction
Social experience
Verbal expression
Tactile discrimination
Cooperation
Motivation
Place for ir.odelir.r, imitoti O!
Tactile stimulation

Materials available to children:

1-a.int
Paper
Brushes
Aprons
Play doufh
2 rollinrr pins
Collapc materials
Other art materials
Equipment:

Easel
2 tables
6 or 1C chairs

Behavior Check List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):

tas?; ir.7CLVPp:zPT
Display of equipment and materials:

Faints anc brushes at easel
Aprons hcnpir.r on easel
Facer nearby on floor
Art table materials access¬
ible on low shelf,

CC OPERATIC’!
AUTCITCMY
verbal i::tzracticit
MATERIALS
l.AI

Time of activity/area:

Cpen durinf the nomine*
with the exception of Group
tire, snack t'ir.e, and the
1 , „ x.
tv.,. j. . ^
-l---liM u ***■■-

David E. Day
September 1978

>-i* C Cj

cc::sidzratic::.
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Soring,1980
ACTIVITY/AREA DESCRIPTION
Activity/area:
0.

Free Play

Location: (w/sketch, names of
adjacent areas)
Free Play is designated as the
code assigned to a child who is
not involved in any particular area
No of children at one time;
_Small number (2-1)_
Adult role(s):

Purpose (or child development
goaIs):
1) To provide each child with a sense
of welcome, importance, reassurance
in separating from parents
2) To focus children (help them to focus)

Absent;*: Observing; Participaiin: ■3) To help children carry through on
maintaining the environment

Chi Id role(s) :

Child may be arriving, leaving,
or in the process of deciding
on a particular area of interest.

4) To develop independence
5) To promote verbal interaction
6) To develop social skills

Materials available to children:

llo special materials.

Equipment:
The hallway at the entrance of
the room is lined with coat hooks.

Display of equipment and materials:

Time of activity/area:
lAiring transition times, after
group meetings, while getting
rondv to c-o outside, etc.
David E. Day
September 1978

Behavior Check List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):

Children would be seen choosing materials,
interacting with other children and
adults verbally, focusing on task,
maintaining the environment, and respect¬
ing the physical space of others.
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S'pring, 1980
activity/area description
Activity/area:

1«

Quiet Corner Area

Location; (w/sketch, names of .
adjacent areas)

Purpose (or child development
goals):

To promote independence
No of children at one time;

To encourage calmness 4 rest

_1=2_
Adult role(s):

To provide a place to bo alone
Observes
Participates

To encourage helping 4 sharing

Child role(s):

May be alone;
Rests, reads, whispers-talks;
May undress 4 dress rag doll

To provide a place for imitation 4
copying behaviors

Materials available to children:
Redesigned and limited to only
the mattress which is usually
occupied by a largo rag doll with
clothes which can be removed.

Equipment:
Behavior Cheek List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):

Mattress

TASK INVOLVEMENT
Display of equipment and materials:
Nearly child-sized rag doll dis¬
played on mattress.

AUTONOMY
VERBAL INTERACTION
Responds to C/a/H
Speaks to Self
MATERIALS
Uses
Combines

Time of activity/area:
Accessible to children at all times
except during large group activities
(9-9:15) and (11:40-12 noon) or
vrh""

tv^r.

rVvildron

David E. Day
September 1978

arn

outside

Clavlm •

CONSIDERATION
Observes
Respects Physical Space
Sharos

163

Spring I960
ACTIVITY/A REA DESCRIPTION
Activity/area:
__

2.

Fantasy Area

Location: (v/sketch, names of
adjacent areas)

Purpose (or child development
goals);
To enhance cooperative play

No of children at one time;
__1-5
Adult role(s):
Observes
Child role(s):

,
~~
“
Children interact,
talk, come together to develop new
ways and processes for understand¬
ing handicaps and no handicaps.

To develop creativity
To learn through role play
To provide an outlet for emotional
concerns

Materials available to children"
Teapot & cupsj stethoscope; wig
Hats; dress-up clothes; Dr. kit;
Hairbrush Sc comb; small wagon;
tolls Sc stuffed animals; Plant;
Basket of vegetables; Busy Box;
Jack-In-The-Box; Stacking toy;
Three infant rubber toys
Equipment:

rod ^
Two red chairs
Mirror
Two shelves
Crutches

Behavior Check List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):

TASK INVOLVEMENT
Display of equipment and materials:
Shelves surround the area and
provide a private area for fantasy
play.
The infant toys are placed
on an open shelf which are access¬
ible from the adjacent book or largo
group area.

VERBAL INTERACTION
MATERIALS USE
VERBAL INTERACTION
COOPERATION
MAINTENANCE

Time of activity/area:

9:15 to 11:^0 a.m. except when
the whole group is outside on the
playground
David E. Day
September 1978

164

Spring 1980
ACTIVITY/AREA DESCRIPTION
Activity/area:
Book Area
Location: (w/sketch, names of
adjacent areas)

Purpose (or child development
goals);
To enhance language & speech
To encourage love of books

No of children at one time;
No Restriction
Adult role(s):
Observes* Directs (all media).
Participates
Child role(s):
Reads, explores books
Listens
Looks at pictures
Talks, laughs
Materials available to children:

To provide quiet activity
To explore feelings and stimulate
conversation
To develop sensitivity to handicapping
conditions
To enjoy visual aspect of books
To prepare to road; Reaaing readiness

47 Books
15 Records, Record Player
Rhythm band instruments
Fish tank
Basket of animals

Equipment:
3 shelves
Rug
Child-sized rocking chair
Adult-sized rocking chair
Tape recorder
Slide projector
Display of equipment and materials:
Books are displayed both flat on
shelves and standing on end.
Fish tank and record player aro
on top of shelves.

Behavior Check List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):

TASK INVOLVEMENT
Focuses on Task
Resolves Problem
Completes Task
COOPERATION
AUTONOMY
VERBAL INTERACTION

Time of activity/area:
Area is available to the children
at all times except when they
are on the playground or in largo
group activity.
David E. Day
September 1978

MATERIALS
Uses
Combines
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Spring I98O
ACTIVm/AREA DESCRIPTION
Actlvity/area:~
'4.

Largo Group Meeting Area

Location: (w/sketch, names of
adjacent areas)

Purpose (or child development
goals):

Verbal Interaction
No of children at one time;
Whole group_

Verbal Hbcpression

Adult role(6):

Social Interaction

~

Directs, Observes, Participates
Chi Id role(s):
Participate, observe, learn, play,
work, experiment

The child develops the ability to
accept adult direction
The child learns to respond to teacher
directed activities in a group settirv,
The child develops his/her attention spar.

Materials available to children;Rhythm instruments (given out at
teacher's discretion)
15 Recorcis (played at teacher's
aisoretion)

The chila learns to listen
The child aevelops body expression and
control in response to musical direct!'.
The child learns how to make cooperative
social responses

Equipment:
Record Player
Rug
3 Shelves
1 child's rocking chair
1 adult rocking chair
Display of equipment and materials:
This is the same area as the book
area, thus the same display of
items.
However, these materials
are not generally used during the
the large group meeting time.
Rhythm instruments are kept on the
floor in a box behind a shelf.
Time of octivity/area:
Usually about 9 - 9:15 a»m. and
11:40 a.m. to 12 noon.

David E. Day
September 1978

Behavior Check List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals) :
TASK INVOLVEMENT
Focuses on Task
COOPERATION
VERBAL INTERACTION
MAINTENANCE
CONSIDERATION
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Spring I98O
ACTIVITY/AREA DESCRIPTION
Ac tivity/area :
_5« Gross Motor Area
Location: (w/sketch, names of
adjacent areaa)

Purpose (or child development
goals):
To encourage involvement and exploration
of materials

No of children at one time;
2-5 _
Adult role(s):
Observes
Child role(s):
Active participation with bodily
involvement

To promote large muscle development
To promote coordination
To encourage body movement
To encourage socialization through eye
contact* body contact, and children
talking together

Socializes
To learn cooperation by taking turr.Materials available to children:

Equipment:
Small slide
Rocking Boat
3 Interlocking Large Arcs
Large Ball
Gym mats
Billetin Board_
Display of equipment and materials:
Materials are displayed on the
floor with enough room to walk
around it*

Time of activity/area:
Any time except during circle
and snack*

David E. Day
September 1978

Behavior Check List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals) :

TASK INVOLVEMENT
Focuses on Task
Resolves Problem
Completes Task
COOPERATION
Seeks Participation with C or H
Involved with C or H
Accepts Request C/a/H
Takes turns
CONSIDERATION
Respects Physical Space
AUTONOMY
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Spring I98O
activity/area description
6.
Location: (v/sketch,
adjacent areas)

Sensorial
names

of

Purpose (or child development
goals):
To develop small muscle control through
fine motor exercises

No of children at one

time;

1-7

To develop eyo-hand coordination throurh
manipulation of materials

Adult role(s):
Teacher, Facilitator, Observer

To develop social skills through int>. action with others

Child role(s) :
Expores materials (listens, touches
manipulates)
Replaces materials after use
Works in small groups or alone
U ni

to children:
4 plants, 3 lotto sets, cards & counters.

To develop self-discipline
To develop independence
To develop visual discrimination

-+Matoriiaif avail«ble

Metal insets, sound shaker sot, tissues
Paper, stacking toy, foam puzzle, parquetry
Colored pencils, geometric blocks, eggs,
Beads, stacking doll, wooden village,
2 cylinder blocks, 7 wooden puzzles,
2 boxes color tablets, Sandpaper letters,
2 sots knobless cylinders, body puzzle.
Equipment:
3 shelves
1 table
2 chairs
Student desk
Diaper pail

Display of equipment and materials;
Materials are displayed on shelf
neatly with a few on top of the
shelf.

To enhance auditory discrimination
To develop perceptual awarenoss
To learn how to cooperate
To develop creativity

Behavior Check List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):
TASK INVOLVEMENT
COOPERATION
AUTONOMY
VERBAL INTERACTION
MATERIALS
MAINTENANCE

Time of activity/area:
9:20 - 11:40 except during snack
and outside time.

David E. Day
September 1978

CONSIDERATION
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Spring 1980
ACTIVITY/AREA DESCRIPTION
Activity/area :
7•

Block Area

Location: (v/sketch, names of
adjacent areas)

Purpose (or child development
goala) :
To provide a place for fantasy play
To provide a place for social interaction

No of children at one time;
_4 comfortably_
Adult role(s):
Observes• Assists
Chi Id role(s):
Builds, measures. engages in
fantasy play, talks, explores,
laughs, giggles, & cleans up.

To promote sharing
To develop visual discrimination thr'
seeing the differences in sizes ai
shapes and their relationships to
another
To encourage croativity
To combine 4 associate different mat'
in the aroa

Materials available to children:
Brown Stair, Red Rods, Cobblers
Bench, Loggos, Unit Blocks, Train
& Train Tracks, Animals, Dolls,
Doll Fiirnature,
Small
Wooden Cars and Trucks.

To develop eye-hand coordination
To encourage imitation, dramatic pla
role modeling
To learn to replace materials

Equipment:
Doll House
Farm
2 Shelves
Rug

Behavior Check List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):
TASK INVOLVEMENT
COOPERATION

Display of equipment and materials:
AUTONOMY
Shelves & Floor
VERBAL INTERACTION
MATERIALS
Incorporates
Combines
MAINTENANCE
Time of activity/area:
9:20 - 11:40 a.m. except during
snack and outdoor time.

David E. Day
September 1978

CONSIDERATION

1].
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Spring 1980
ACTIVITY/AREA DESCRIPTION
Actlvlty/area:
8. Snack Area
Location: (w/sketch, names of
adjacent areas)

Purpose (or child development
goals) :
To encourago social interaction

No of children at one time;
Whole group
Adult role(s):
Observes, Directs, Participates

To elicit spontaneous speech
To learn or improve feeding skills
To learn organization 4 clean up habit

Child role(s):
Sits; Observes Silence
Eats snack
Socializes
Takes care of cup 4 napkin when
finished with snack
Materials available to children:
Sponges, Dish Soap, Water,
Napkins, Cups, Eowls, Food,
Flatware

To provide nourishment
To learn hygiene as it applies to h,r
food
To give children pleasure
To encourage modeling
To answer questions in a total grour
setting
To dovelop attention span (as the ‘
of Silence is observed)

Equipment:
2 Sinks
I shelf
II Children's chairs
Toaster oven
Refrigerator
Wastebasket
Display of equipment and materials:
A shelf with snack items is lo¬
cated next to the sink.
The
wastebasket is near the door
leading into the main classroom

Behavior Check. List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):
TASK INVOLVEMENT
Focuses on Task
Resolves Problem
Completes Task
VERBAL INTERACTION
MATERIALS
MAINTENANCE
(COOPERATION

Time of activity/area:
Approximately 10:30 - 10:45 a.m.

David E. Day
September 1978

CONSIDERATION
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Spring 1980
ACTIVITY/AREA DESCRIPTION

Ss)' <0r Ch“d devel°Pmc"c
Creative depression
Exploration of Materials
Independence
Eye-Hand Coordination
Verbal Interaction
Social Experience
Verbal depression
Tactile Discrimination
Cooperation
Motivation
Place for Modeling, Imitation
Tactile Stimulation

N° Sfw?hi/dren
at 3
one time:
Table 4; Easel
Adult role(s) ;
Observes 4 Participates
Child role(s) :

---

Work, play, enjoy, learn,
teach, experiment, explore,
expand, giggle, have fun

Materials available to children:

"

Smocks, magic markers, 5 small
bottles of glue, 3 jars of paste,
7 pr. sissors, paper, styrofoam,
picturos, scraps, 4 boxes largo
crayons, coloring book, playdough, rolling pins, cookie
cutters, wooden trays, wisk broom
--p.m. vr^t,pr table f.nvc .
1 pmcn t ;

2 tables
11 chairs
1 adult chair
1 stool
2 shelves
water table

chalk board
plants
easel

Display of equipment and materials:
Points 4 brushes at easel,
aprons hanging on easel, paper
nearby on floor. Art table
materials all accessible on low
shelf.

Behavior Check List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):
TASK INVOLVEMENT
COOPERATION
AUTONOMY
VERBAL INTERACTION
MATERIALS
MAINTENANCE

Time of activity/area;
9:15 - 10:15 a.m. or until
preparation for snacktime
begins.

David E. Day
September 1978

'CONSIDERATION
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Fall,1980, Spring, 1981
ACTIVITY/AREA DESCRIPTION
Activity/area:
0.

Free Play

Location: (w/sketch, names of
adjacent areas)

T~

Free Play is designated as the
code assigned to a child who is
not involved in any particular area.
No of children at one time;
_Smal 1 number ( 2-3)_
Adult role(s):

Purpose (or child development
goals):

,

1) To provide each child with a sense
of welcome, importance, reassurance
in separating from parents
2) To focus children (help them to focus)

Absent;.: Observing; Participate g3) To help children carry through on
maintaining the environment
Chi id role(s) :
Child nay be arriving, leaving,
or in the process of deciding
on a particular area of interest.

4) To develop independence
5) To promote verbal interaction
6) To develop social skills

Materials available to children:

No special materials.

Equipment:
The hallway at the entrance of
the room is lined with coat hooks.

Display of equipment and materials:

Time of activity/area:
During transition times, after
group meetings, while getting
to i-o outside, etc.
David E. Day
September 1978

Behavior Cheek List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):

Children would be seen choosing materials,
interacting with other children and
adults verbally, focusing on task,
maintaining the environment, and respect¬
ing the physical space of others.
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Fall, 1980,

Spring,

1981

ACTIVITY/AREA DESCRIPTION
Activity/area:

1.

Quiet Corner Area

Location: (w/sketch, names of .
adjacent areas)

Purpose (or child development
goals):

To promote independence
No of children at one time;

_1=2_
Adult role(s):
Observes
Participates
Child role(s):
.
_
May be alone;
Rests• reads, whispers-talks
May undress & dress rag doll

To encourage calmness 4 rest
To provide a place to bo alone
To encourage helping 4 sharing
To provide a place for imitation 4
copying behaviors

Materials available to children:
Redesigned and limited to only
the mattress which is usually
occupied by a largo rag doll with
clothos which can be removed.

Equipment:
Mattress

Behavior Check List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):

TASK INVOLVEMENT
Display of equipment and materials:
Nearly child-sized rag doll dis¬
played on mattress.

AUTONOMY
VERBAL INTERACTION
Responds to C/a/H
Speaks to Self
MATERIALS
Uses
Combines

Time of activity/area:
Accessible to children at all times
except during large group activities
(9-9:15) and (11:40-12 noon) or
tKn oMIdrrn arn outside PlaVlnf •

David E. Day
September 1978

CONSIDERATION
Observes
Respects Physical Space
Shares
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Fall,

1980

Spring,

1981

ACTIVITY/AREA DESCRIPTION
Activity/area:

2.

Fantasy Area

Location: (w/sketch, names of
adjacent areas)

Large Group Area

Purpose (or child development
goals):

Fantasy

1) To enhance cooperative play
2) To develop creativity

No of children at one time;
1-5

3) To learn through role play

Adult role(s) :
Observes

4) To provide an outlet for emotional
concerns

Child role(s):
Children come toget-.
her to develop new ways and processe i
for understanding handicaps and non¬
handicaps. They interact & talk.

5) To stimulate use of language

Materials available to children:
Dolls
Basket of fruit
Hats
Medical kit
Brooms
Dress up clothing
Mop
Cups and plates
Telephones
Life sized rag doll
Coffee Pot

Equipment:
Mattress
Red Table
Two chairs
Walker
Two shelves

Blackboard
Two small stools
Body board
Two pairs of crutches
Wooden rack for cleaning
equipment

Display of equipment and materials:
Shelves enclose the area and contain
the available materials listed above

Behavior Check List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals) :
Lots of verbal interaction between
children, both handicapped and non¬
handicapped
Social involvement between handicapped
and non-handicapped children especially
Cooperation
Materials
Maintenance

Time of activity/area :
9:15 - 11:40 except when all
children are outside on the
p 1 /ly^rnnnH

David E. Day
September 1978

use
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Fall,

Activity/area:

3.

1980

Spring,

1981

Book Area

Location: (w/sketch, names of
adjacent areas)

Purpose (or child development
goals):
1) To enhance language & speech
2) To encourage love of books
3) To provide quiet activity
4) To explore feelings and stimulate
conversation

The child uses this area as
a place for quiet discussion and
exploration of handicaps, feelings,
events and fantasy.
Materials available to children:
33 Books on display rack
16 Books on flat shelf
Button and zipper frames
Texture sample frames
Pocket radio music box
Stacking toy
Stuffed animals

5) To develop sensitivity to handicapping
conditions
6) To enjoy visual aspect of books
7) To prepare to read; Reading readiness
8) To enjoy fantasy stories

Equipment:
Shelf
Book Display rack
Pillows
Record Player & records
Two wooden support chairs for
handicapped children
Display of equipment and materials:
Books are displayed on a standing
display rack as well as on flat
shelves. The record player is
an adult supervised activity
on top of the shelf.

Time of activity/area:
Available except during large
group activity, snack, and during
outdoor activity.
David E. Day
September 1978

Behavior Check List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):
Children would be seen working independently
here as well as one-to-one with adults
with some verbal interaction and focused
on-task behavior. They would be seen
using materials (especially books).
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Fall,

1980,

Spring,

1981

ACTIVITY/AREA DESCRIPTION
Activity/area:

i,

4.

T
Large Group Meeting Area

Location: (w/sketch, names of
adjacent areas)
Boolcs and/
I
Large Group
I
Fantasy
__
entrance
No of children atzone time;
__Total Group _
Adult role(s):
Directs; Observes; Participates
Child role(s);
The child participates, observes,
learns, plays, works• and experi¬
ments .

Purpose (or child development
goals):
1) Verbal Interaction
2) Verbal Expression
3) Social Interaction
4) Ability to accept adult direction
5) Learning to respond appropriately to
teacher directed activities in a
group setting
6) Develop attention span

Materials available to children:
Children would not be expected to
be using materials during the
large group meeting time except
on occasion when rhythm band
instruments are made available
by the teacher.

7) Learn to listen
8) Develop body expression and control in
response to music
9) Develop cooperative social responses
10) Help to create an understanding of
and tolerance of individual differences

Equipment:
Record player
Rug
3 Shelves with books
1 chilo sized rocking chair
1 adult sized rocking chair

Display of equipment and materials:
The area is the same area as the
book area. However, the books
are not used by the children
during large group meetings.
Rhythm instruments are kept on
the floor in a box behind a
shelf.

Time of activity/area:
9-9sl5 a.m.

11:40- 12 noon
David E. Day
September 1978

Behavior Check Lise behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals) :
Consideration behaviors and taking turns
are important behaviors anticipated in
the large group meeting area. There
should be some responds to adult and
verbal interaction as well.
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Fall,

1980,

Spring,

1981

ACTIVITY/AREA description
Activity/area :
5.

Gross Motor Area

Location; (w;sketch, names ofFantasy
adjacent areas)
entrance
Sensorial .
.
!

Purpose (or child development
gca Is) ;
1) To stimulate awareness of body movement

Gross Motor
2) To master physical tasks

Nc of children at one time:
Alone or with one other child

3) To complete actions

ri j.JL'. role(s) : There is not expected
to be too much adult involvement;
.Observes.
_
Child rcie(s):

4) To work cooperatively with others
5) To negotiate physical space
6) To meet social goals

Active body involvement with
equipment

7) To stimulate imaginative, representational
play

Socializes
.Materials available to children:
Three balls

Eqv: i pme n t:
Bulletin board
Rocket
Rocking Boat
Small child craft slide
Plastic arcs
Mirror

Behavior Check List behaviors
(rerlecting child development
goals):
There is a special interest in task completion
as well as focuses on task and resolving
problems

Display of equipment and materials:
Cooperative behaviors are important to the
child development goals of this area, particular¬
ly those involving children (as opposed to
child-adult cooperation).

Material is displayed on the
floor with enough room to walk
around it*

A respect for physical space would be indicative
of child development goals four and five above.

Time

Because this is an area where children are
expected to be seen alone frequently, autonomy
is another behavior which would be coded.

activity/area:

Anytime except during circle,
snack, and outdoor time.

David E. Day
September 1978
I

i
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Fall,

1980,

Spring,

1981

ACTIVITY/AREA description

Purpose (or child development
goals):

.i^ff.^P/HLocks
Sensorial

Gross Motor

No of children at one time:
1-7
Adult role(s):
Directs'» Participates; Observes
Child role(s):
IT
,
,
The child explores
materials and works alone or in
a small group, replacing material
after use.

1) To develop fine motor skills
2) To develop some creativity
3) To develop social skills through
interaction with others
*0 To develop self-discipline
5) To develop independence
6) To develop visual discrimination
7) To enhance auditory discrimination

Materials available to children:
Yellow knobless cylinders
Red knobless cylinders
Color ?n-X

Colored Cubes
Knobbed cylinders

to

Plastic screw 1 nut
Broad Stair
pindle box
Geometric Blocks
10 Puzzles
Binomial Cube
Metal Insets
Bristle
Pe? Board-liaansfone_
Equipment:
Red Table with two chairs
Three shelves
Wooden Table with four chairs

Display of equipment and materials:
Materials are displayed on the
Three shelves which enclose the
area.

Time of activity/area:
Children are free to use this area
except when involved in total
-ro’1D ■'activities .
David E. Day
September 1978

8) To develop perceptual awareness
9) To learn how to cooperate

Behavior Check List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):
On task and completes task are particularly
important behaviors to observe "in this
area. Autonomous behaviors would also
be expected. Cooperative behaviors,
verbal interaction and respect for physical
space of others are expected to some
extent.
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Fall,

1980

Spring,

1981

ACTIVITY/AREA DESCRIPTION
Activity/area:

Block Area
Location: (w/sketch,
adjacent areas)

names of

Large Group

Fantasy
Block Area
Sensorial
_Gross Motor
No of children at one time;
_L comfortably_
Adult role(s):
Observes; Absent

Purpose (or child development
goals);
1) To help children figure out how to
include someone else in something
they've just done.
2)

To develop creativity in combining
materials

3)

To develop eye-hand coordination

4)

To encourage successful manipulation
of materials

5)

To provide a place for fantasy play

6)

To promote social interaction

7)

To encourage imitation, dramatic play
and role modeling

8)

To learn to replace materials

Chi Id role(s) :
The child builds, measures ,
engages in fantasy play, talks,
explores, solves social problems
and cleans up.
Materials available to children:
Broad Stair
Unit Blocks
House
Dolls
Farm & Zoo Animals Furnature
Large leggos
Traffic signs
Wooden train
Tracks
Pink Tower
Rad Rads-Equipment:
Two shelves
Farm
Doll House
Hug

Display of equipment and materials:
The material is displayed on both
the shelves and the floor.

Time of activity/area:
This area is available for use
except during large group ineetings,
snack, and outdoor time.
David E. Day
September 1978

Behavior Check List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goals):
Children would be cooperatively involved
with a lot of child-child verbal inter¬
action. Materials use is high as well
as maintenance and consideration behavior
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Fall,1980

Spring 1981

ACTIVITY/AREA DESCRIPTION
Activity/area:

8.

Location: (w/sketch,
adjacent areas)

Snack Area
names of

Purpose (or child development
goals):
1) To encourage social interaction

Snack Area

Room 1
2) To elicit spontaneous speech

No of children at one time;
__Total Group_
Adult role(s):

3) To learn or improve feeding skills
4) To learn organization & clean up habits

Observes; Directs; Participates
Chi Id role(s) :
Sits
Observes silence
Socializes while eating snack
Takes care of cup & napkin
Materials available to children:
Towels
Bowls
Soap
Food
Plastic glasses
Water
Dishes
Napkins
Pitchers
Flatware
Equipment:
Two containers for washing and rins¬
ing hands
Two containers for washing and rins¬
ing dishes
Waste basket
Rectangular table with 6 chairs
Round table with 5 chairs_
Display of equipment and materials:
The tables occupy most of the room.
There is a shelf with snack materials
Dishwashing is set up along the wall
adjacent to Room 1
Handwashing is set up near the
entrance for use before snack
Wastebasket is located near dishwash¬
ing activity_
Time of activity/area:
Approximately 10:30 - 10:45 a.m.

David E. Day
September 1978

5) To provide nourishment
6) To learn hygiene as it applies to handling
food
7) To give children pleasure
8) To encourage modeling
9) To learn fine motor skills such as pouring
and serving, etc.
10) To develop attention span (as the Moment
of Silence is observed)
11) To learn pre-math skills such as counting
and one-to-one correspondence
Behavior Cheek List behaviors
(reflecting child development

goals):
Verbal interaction, both child-child
and child-adult would be expected to
be frequently observed.
Cooperation and consideration are also
behaviors which would indicate that the
child development goals are being met.
Autonomy behaviors would indicate that
goals are being met as well as frequently
observed maintenance behaviors.
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Fall,

1981 Spring 1981

ACTIVITY/AREA DESCRIPTION
Activity/area:

9-

Art Area

Location: (w/sketch,
adjacent areas)

names of
Purpose (or child development
goals):

Room # 1
1) To develop creativity through free
form art projects

Art Area/Snack
No of children at one

time;

_2-7_’
Adult role(s):

2) To stimulate visual and tactile
impressions

Observes; Participates
Child

roie(s) •

•

....

' '’ Children will work
and play and in the process will
learn, experiemnt, share, explore &
expand ideas, and have fun.

Materials available

Plexiglas easel
Paint
Brushes
Paper
Smocks
Cookie Cutters
Rolling Pins
Clay Boards_

3) To build skills through natural
activity
4) To encourage the expression of
feelings through natural activity
and representational play

to children;

Playuough
Cutting tools
V/isk brooms
Plants
Glue
Sissors
Magic markers

Equipment;

Rectangular Table
Six chairs
Round Table
Five chairs
Two shelves
Display of equipment and materials:

Paints and brushes are at the
easel, aprons hang beside the
shelf.
Art materials are
accessible on low shelves.

Time of activity/area:

An art activity is usually set
up right after the morning meeting
until preparation for snacktime.
David E.
September

Day
1978

Behavior Check List behaviors
(reflecting child development
goaIs) :

Children would be involved in both
autonomous and interaction modes of
behavior. They would be focused on
task most of the time and would be
expected to consider the rights of
their friends and maintain the environ¬
ment after use of materials.

APPENDIX C
THE BEHAVIOR CHECKLIST OF CHILD ENVIRONMENT
INTERACTION (Day et al., 1978)
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The Behavior Check List is an observation instrument for use in early
childhood education (ECE) settings, including day care centers, nursery
schools, kindergartens and, to some extent, in primary classes. It has been
designed to produce data useful to practitioners in assessing aspects of
child development and for use in program improvement. The Check List can
be used by a practitioner alone, by a teaching team, or in collaboration
involving a teacher and an evaluator.
The Behavior Check List has been developed as part of an evaluation
procedure in which children's natural behavior is the criterion by which
ECE program quality is determined.* The Check List is used to record the
behavior of children as they move about the activities of a normal program
day. It is assumed that natural behavior is a valid index of children's development,
as development can be expressed in the ECE setting. For example, the presence
or absence of cooperative behavior among a group of five-year olds in a
nursery school can be valuable in determining the degree to which that nursery
is provoking and sustaining the development of cooperation.
There is a parallel assumption to the belief in the value of natural
behavior as the criterion variable. Though children are the products of their
experience, their behavior in the ECE setting is largely a function of that
environment. That is, the presence or absence of cooperative behavior will
likely be a function of the interaction of the value given to cooperation by
the staff and provisions made in the physical setting, the materials use and
behavior of the supervising adults. The assumption that antecedent conditions
in the lives of children preclude their expression of common behaviors is not
accepted as a valid explanation of early education behavior.2 Though children
are unique and their family, community, and ethnicity may stamp their characters
in identifiable ways, there does not seem to be reason for assuming that prior
childhood experience presupposes the ability to meet developmental expectations.
There are seven categories of behavior in the Behavior Check List
representing important aspects of social, emotional and intellectual develop¬
ment of children ages 3-7. There are 34 discrete behaviors organized among
the seven categories. Both the categories and the specific behaivor reflect
what one may expect to observe children doing in a program of child care and/
or early education. The 34 items include behaviors such as sharing, initiating
a conversation, and focusing on a task. These behaviors are organized into
the seven generic categories of task involvement, cooperation, autonomy, verbal
interaction, materials use, program management, and consideration. Inferences
about a child's intellectual, social and emotional development may be drawn
from these observational data.

Day, David E. A naturalistic procedure for the evaluation of early
childhood education. Paper presented at the American Educational Research
Association, Toronto, Canada, March, 1978.
2This is not to suggest that all prior experience can be ignored or
that the physical, emotional or intellectual condition of any child is
unimportant to his or her behavior in preschool. A condition of physical
handicaps, mental retardation or emotional stress is ignored at great risk.
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It needs to be made clear that the Behavior Check List is a
representative statement of children's behavior. It is not an exhaustive
list of all things important in child development. The categories were
derived from an observational study of pre-school programs and represent 3
the kinds of activity very often seen among children in quality programs.
The Check List is useful in describing the presence and frequency of behaviors
indicative of child development and, consequently, useful in making judgments
about how well any ECE program is supporting that development.
It should also be noted that the behaviors do not constitute a
curriculum outline. Though practitioners, parents and child development
experts may agree about the importance of these behaviors, they are an
insufficient guide to early education curriculum design.
A condition for successful use of this instrument is a thorough know¬
ledge of each category of behavior. Those who would use the Check List must
study and memorize the behaviors for each category and practice observing
before its use in assessment. Suggestions for achieving observational
reliability are included in the Manual of Instructions. The Manual also
includes instructions in establishing an observational design, sample
selection, coding the behaviors, and data analysis.

3Day, David E. & Sheehan, Robert. Elements of a better school.
Young Children. November, 1974, 30, 15-23.
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Task Involvement Behavior. The child is absorbed in activities, completing
games and tasks, and attending to what he/she is doing.
The child focuses on the task or activity in which he/she is involved.
The child is involved in an activity, task or project alone, with other
children, or with adults. The child is focused on the materials, the
activity or the persons included in the task or activity. A child con¬
centrates on a jigsaw puzzle or a unit block construction; continues to
play catch with another child while others nearby play tag; completes a
game of make-believe before leaving for a snack. The child may be focused
on a rather sedentary task or moving about in a very active game, as for
example, flapping his/her arms and skipping about pretending to be an
airplane.
The child resolves a^ problem rather than leaving the task or activity as_
soon as the problem arises. The child searches for a solution to the
problem of an unbalanced table, asks for assistance in getting a swing
untied, experiments with ways of getting the door held open so that he or
she can enter with both arms loaded.
The child completes task or activity. The child participates in an activity
until it is completed. Developing tenacity is likely learned. An adult
may need to use gentle persuasion or even contingencies in getting a child
to complete a task, assuming that acquiring persistence is a goal for
children. It would be hoped that a child would eventually want to complete
a task rather than to do so only upon the insistence of an adult. Yet,
it may be unrealistic to expect this of a young child. Task completion
will be coded when a child completes a task even though it appears to be
at the insistence of an adult just as long as the adult does not use the
threat of punishment for noncompletion. An adult telling a child that they
must complete a task before beginning another is acceptable as long as the
child completes the task. Telling a child that they must complete a task
or be kept indoors during recess is not acceptable. It should be noted
that the emphasis in this behavior is on task completion. The object is
to record those instances of a child completing tasks or activities he/she
has begun. Task completion behavior can be signaled in one of the following
three ways:
1)

In an open-ended activity such as collage, fantasy play, block building,
the child indicates s/he is finished verbally or nonverbally. S/he
may say "It's all done," etc. or nonverbally would stand back to admire
the work, hang up the dress-up clothes, clean up the art materials.

2)

In a closed or finite activity the materials will indicate whether or
not completion has been achieved. Puzzles should be completed,
recorded stories listened to, games completed, etc.

3)

An adult ends the activity for the child.
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The child leaves a task or activity unfinished. The child does not
remain with any activity
or complete a task. The absence of task
completion behavior is coded here. It can be signaled by:
1)

In an open-ended activity the child leaves prior to signaling
completion. He/she places the brush on the table and walks away;
wanders away from the dress-up area without returning the clothing;
pushes a book away and wanders off.

2)

In a closed activity the child does not finish the puzzle, paint
the picture or complete the game. He/she leaves before the task
has been completed.

The child is inattentive and uninvolved in an activity, task or with a^
person but is not wandering. The child may~5e in a group, behaving well
but inattentive to what is taking place. A child may be sitting quietly
at a table with other children who are busy completing an art activity.
The child is neither active or visually responsive to other children,
materials or equipment. The child may be sitting or climbing with another
child but is neither engaged with the child nor using the equipment.
The child wanders about the center, moving without apparent focus. The
chi 1d wanders about the center; walks about the room from area to area
without initiating an activity or joining others. The child walks
around flipping materials or rummaging with the equipment but without
remaining for longer than a few seconds.
II.

Cooperative Behavior. The child is or seeks to be engaged in cooperative
activity with adults and other children.
The child seeks the participation or assistance of an adult or other
child(ren) in an activity or tasj<. This may be a verbal or non-verbal
request.
In a verbal request for the participation of an adult a child
may say, "We need you to help carry this box" or "Come play kickball" or
"Please hold this string while I glue it to the spool." A non-verbal
request would be if a child grasped the hand of an adult and pulled him/
her to an activity.
In seeking the participation of a child, a child may ask another to help
carry a box, play a game or provide assistance. A non-verbal request
could be a wave of the arm inviting participation, taking hold a child's
body and moving them in the direction of an activity.
(These behaviors are represented as one item on the Data Sheet and are
scored either £ for child or A for adult depending upon whose participation
is sought).
The child is involved in an activity or task with an adult or other child(re.jj.
The child Ts engaged with an adult or child in the execution of a game, an
activity, a chore or other task. The child is working or playing with the
other person(s). A child engaged with an adult or other child(ren) in
planning a task, game or activity in a way in which the thoughts, questions
and opinions of all are considered is an example of involvement. A child
observing the activity of others or listening to a conversation does not
constitute involvement.
(These behaviors are represented as one item on
the Data Sheet and scored either _C for child or A for adult depending upo
with whom the child is engaged.)
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- 3 The child accepts an^ adult's ojr other child's request to participate in
ID. activity or task. The acceptance and the request may be verbal or
nonverbal. From an adult, the request may be direct such as, "I would
like you to eat with us now," or "Sue, would you help me untangle the
swings." A nonverbal request could be an adult inviting a child to join
by a wave of the arm. The acceptance must involve some recognition,
verbal or nonverbal. The child would join in the activity or announce
their intention, e.g., "Sure, I'll help," or "Can we play on the hill,
too." (These behaviors are represented as one item on the data sheet
and scored either A for adult or £ for child depending upon who is
making the request.)
The child takes turns in activities with other children. A child will
be engaged in an activity with another child(ren) and allow that child
to use materials in their own way, alternately use equipment and/or
rotate who initiates an activity. Practically it means that children
would be alternating swings on a tire swing, allowing each other to
take turns on a tricycle or waiting in line for other children to move
up and down a slide. Taking turns is learned behavior and adults often
play a mediating role in its development. One may still code taking
turns if adults help in arranging the relationship. However, taking
turns out of fear of adult sanction is not an example of this behavior.
III.

Autonomous Behavior:

The child makes choices about what they shall do.

The child chooses an activity without first seeking adult approval.
Many programs are arranged so that children may become engaged in
activities or tasks as they choose. This behavior represents acting
upon that possibility of choice. A child selects an activity from
the alternatives available with first having that choice sanctioned by
an adult.
The child asks permission of an adult before beginning an activity. The
child asks an adult if he or ?He may paint, go outdoorsT^ook at some
books, etc. and then proceeds to the activity after having received
permission.
The child chooses to participate in a_ group activity. The chi 1d stops
what he is doing to accept an invitation to join in a directed group
activity. There should be freedom of choice here. Requiring a child to
join does not constitute choice-making behavior.
The child chooses not to participate in an adult directed or group activity.
The child tells the adult that he would rather continue painting then to
play tag and is allowed to do so. The child does not answer the call to
join a group for a story but moves to a table and proceeds to complete a
puzzle. A key to this behavior is that the child makes a choice among
alternative activities. Merely choosing not to join in a solitary or
group activity and then sulking off, becoming disruptive or wandering
would be coded in the following behavior.
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- 4 The child rejects an adult's or^ other child's request to participate in
j task or activity. The child may verbally or nonverbally reject an
invitation to participation from an adult or other child. The child may
say no, may shake his/her head negatively, turn away or appear not to
acknowledge the request, though one can be confident that the request
was heard. Very simply, the child, by whatever means, turns back a
request to join in an activity with someone else but may not choose an
alternative activity or remain at one he or she is engaged in at the
time of the request. In this case, the child is rejecting an invitation
as contrasted with choosing to remain at a task or become engaged in
another rather than join a group activity.
(These behaviors are represented
as one item on the data sheet and scored either A for adult or £ for child
depending upon who was rejected.)
IV.

Verbal Interaction Behavior. The child initiates a conversation with other
children and with adults regarding on-going activities.
The child attempts to initiate a conversation with an_ adult. A child
might say, "The balT“is under tKe stairs, want me to get it" or "The milk
smells funny. Is it bad" or "I think we should put the slide here, it
is too bumpy over there." A child may make a comment or an anecdote with
an adult relative to an ongoing activity or experience. A child might
say, "I help my mother make applesauce. We don't peel the apples" or
"This is just like my grandpa's garden. Do you have a garden" or "Swimming
in the ocean is awful." This may be a comment initiated by a child with
no response from the adult or no sustained conversation.
The child attempts to initiate a_ conversation with a^ child(ren). A child
makes a comment to another child about an ongoing activity or experience.
A child might say, "The glue is on the shelf over there" or "Why don't
you put the big box down first" or "You can get the apples from the kitchen.
I'll help you clean them." Child shares anecdotes with other children
relative to an ongoing activity or experience. A child might say to another
while they play in the sand box, "Did you see the big steam shovel by the
supermarket. It looks just like this one." In the art area, a child might
say, "I mixed red and blue p^int and got this color. Why don't you mix
those and see what you get." This may be a c.ormient initiated by a child
which does not result in sustained conversation. (These behaviors are
represented as one item on the Data Sheet and are scored either £ for child
or A for adult depending on who was the subject of the initiation.)
The child is enqaqed in conversation with an adult or with another child(ren).
The child and the adult (or the other chilHren) are participating in the
conversation.
It^i-s—an exchange of ideas, comments, concerns,- etc, in
which both parties are talking and 11 stenincpto each other.
(These behaviors
are represented as one item on the Data Sheet and are scored either £ for
child or A for adult depending on the nature of the exchange.)
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- 5 The child asks ail adult or other child for information about an onooina
activity or experience. "Thi-cFTlTls_siiFing' assistanci“But TTkeTynot
engagement in a conversation. A child might say to an adult, "Did you
paint like this when you were young?"; "How can I get this wood to stay
here?"; "May I use papers on my painting?"; "Where is the juice?", etc.
To another child, one might say, "Where are the trucks?"; "Show me what
to do with the sponge"; or "What did she say we should do?". (These
behaviors are represented as one item on the Data Sheet and are scored
either £ for child or
for adult depending on who receives the request.)
The child responds to a^ child's or adult's request for information (answers
the question). The child will answer an adult's or other child's request,
Tor information or question, by word or gesture, but)wjJl_noT'attempt to/
/pursue any conversation/ A child may answer in a word, nod his or her liead,
say,^<ffi~fiuTT'" but not interrupt their activity to sustain any verbal contact
with the person making the request.
(These behaviors are represented as
one item on the Data Sheet and are scored A for adult or C for child
depending on who made the request.)
The child is engaged in a conversation with him/herself. The child is
talking to^im/herself about something he or she is doing. The comments
may be expressions of what the child has done; "The blocks are all tall
now;" or a comment about what is going on, "Put the red paper here...good...
now, where is the paste;" or in anticipation of action, "Where is the hat?
I’ve got to have the hat or I can’t be a pilot." This behavior occurs in
solitary play, is task related and usually a child both asks and answers
questions.
The child makes irrelevant or distracting comments to other children or
adults. The child talks to other children and to adults but about matters
discordant with what is happening. A child may approach another child
busy at completing a puzzle and say, "The teacher will get mad at you
because you're on the floor." Another may float around a small group of
children who are busy at a task saying, "I know how to do that, and that
is not the way."
V.

Materials Use Behavior.
effectively.

The child uses the materials of the program

The child incorporates materials in his/her activity. The child will use
Hand puppets with other children; use nylon scarfs in impromptu dancing,
make use of boxes, cans, and dress-up clothes in imaginary store-keeping
play. The child would use materials in fantasy play rather than verbalized
fantasy alone.
The child combines materials in different ways. The child selects materials
from different areas and combines them in a way that produces a new activity,
a novel effect or an unusual problem solution. For example, a child might
combine sand with finger paint to add texture, use blankets from the
housekeeping area to make a tent, or build seats for a bus using the
teeter-totter. In each case, the child would make constructive use of the
materials in ways that are not destructive to other children's activities
and the materials or harmful to any person.
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The child abuses/misuses the materials of the center. The child throws,
pounds, jumps on blocks, toys, furniture, tearing materials, etc. or
otherwise misusing or abusing the materials of the center. A child tears
pages of a storybook, tears or chews pieces of a puzzle, crayon or other¬
wise marks on walls, decorations, or furniture. A child crushes plastic
toys, dishes or other breakable materials. A child loudly bangs blocks
together, smearing paint and/or paste on the table.
VI.

Maintenance Behavior. The child helps to organize activities of the
program, assist staff in arranging equipment, distribute materials, and
clean-up when necessary.
The child assumes responsibility for the care of materials and the physical
setting. A teacher would announce clean-up time and the child would
become busy putting things away, picking up scraps, cleaning up sand, saw¬
dust, etc. The child appears willing to participate in the activity,
demonstrating a sense of shared responsibility for maintaining the physical
setting. The child acts as a member of the group, sharing the responsibility
for care with others.
The child volunteers to help other children or adults with a_ task. The
child will offer assistance in arranging tables, clearing trays, carrying
a box, etc., without being asked to do so. The child would appear to see
the need for some help and offer assistance.
The child carries out an adult request to provide a^ service. An adult
would ask the child to prepare the snack table, arrange chairs, wash
paint brushes, and the child, alone, would meet this request.
The child waits during periods of random activity or while activities,
materials, etc, are being prepared, or the activity started. Child waits
while adults prepare, organize, or distribute materials. Child sits at
table waiting to use paste which is being distributed to each child.
Child asks to remain sitting in a circle while a kickball is taken from
a storage cabinet. Child waits because there is an inadequate supply of
materials, i.e., too few scissors, one paste jar, too few balls. This
does not include a child briefly waiting in the sense of sharing or
taking turns.

Vii.

Consideration Behavior.
their activities.

The child is considerate of other children and

The child observes the activity of other children without participating
or interfering in any way. The child watches, walks around and perhaps
comments on the~activity of another child or group of children. The
child appears to be interested in what is taking place but is content to
observe and refrain from initiating any disruptive interference. This
does not include a momentary glance at the actions of others; the observa¬
tion must last at least 30 seconds.
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- 7 The child respects the physical space occupied and/or materials beinq
used by other children. The child must walk around another looking at
books on the floor .in order to get where s/he wants to go. Child
consciously avoids disturbing a construction project, game or activity
of other children. Contrast these examples of respect with that of the
child who would march through an area either without thought or with
disruptive intent.
The child shares with another child. The child may voluntarily offer
some food or some materials to another child. The child agrees to share
at the request of another child or upon the gentle reminder of an adult.
The child gives help/sympathy to
to another by saying, ^'I'll help
sympathy verbally or nonverbally
consoling them by saying, "Don't
a toy or other object.

another child. The child offers help
pick up the blocks." Child offers
by hugging a child who is crying or
cry." Child offers a distressed child

The child disturbs the activity of others and/or behaves in a_ way
disruptive of ongoing child or adult activities. The child, with
apparent purpose, disturbs tHe activity of others. The child directly
rolls a large ball into the block structure of other children, knocking
it down. The child runs about screaming while others are trying to
listen to a story being read. The child takes another's toy. The child
seemingly unaware of the activities of others, behaves in a way disruptive
of that activity. The child strides across another child's recently
completed finger painting, rather than walking around it. The child
persistently tugs at an adult while that adult is busy assisting other
children.
The child threatens or strikes another child. The child threatens to
strike another with a long unit block; intentionally drives a tricycle
hard into the body of another child; purposefully swings a swing in a
way to threaten a child nearby.
Other Behavior. This is an empty category for use in the following ways:
1) Check here if none of the listed behaviors were observed; 2) Check
here if the child leaves the area and is out of sight; 3) Check here if
the child is engaged in a behavior you feel is important to note but not
included in any of the other seven categories. For each check, you must
make a note in the margin explaining the check.
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THE BEHAVIOR CHECKLIST DATA SHEET

David E. Day
Elizabeth Perkins

Child's name

TOTAL

Area
Group size
Adult role
Focuses on task
Resolves problem

TASK
INVOLVEMENT

Completes task
Leaves task
Inattentive
Wandering

c

Seeks participation C/A

COOPERATION

A

Involved C/A
Accepts recuest C/A

1

Takes turn

i

Selects activity
Asks permission

AUTONOMY

Works independently
Chooses to group
Chooses not to
Rejects request

C/A

Talks kith c/a

VERBAL
INTERACTION

Requests info. C/A
Responds to C/A
Speaks to Self
Uses

MATERIALS

L

Combines
Abuses/Misuses
Takes responsi:ility
Volunteers

MAINTENANCE

Helps adult
Waits
Observes
Respects physical sp.
Shares

CONSIDERATION Help/sympathy
Disturbs
Threatens/strikes
Other..

TOTALS
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